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March 1, 1986 through June 1, 1986 
A great deal of time has been allocated to organizing and getting 
the project on line. This required the establishment of a budget 
and coordination with persons in the College of Architecture and 
the Georgia Tech Research Corporation. The administrative 
structure and accounting systems are in place. While a Graduate 
Research Assistant (GRA) has not been hired, interviews have been 
held and this will likely occur very soon. 
A number of recent developments have significant implication 
for the conduct of the project. These are primarily personnel 
issues. Dr. David Arbeit and Dr. Anthony Catanese are no longer 
employed at Georgia Institute of Technology. Both persons had 
major responsibilities in performing tasks included in the 
project. Consequently, it is necessary to replace them. This is 
to be accomplished by employing other persons, on the faculty at 
Georgia Tech, who have appropriate interest and experience. 
2 
The need to alter project personnel has some implication for 
the flow of work and some small delay may occur in the 
transition. However, this is not thought to have any measurable 
impact. 
The project has proceeded very well with minor changes in 
schedule to facilitate coordination with another study, "Private 
Sector Transit Initiatives," currently being conducted by the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in the Atlanta area. 
This coordination resulted in access to a large number of private 
providers and an opportunity to survey them in regards to 
barriers to increased involvement. This data base will be a 
major component in the in-depth assessment of the perceptions of 
private providers. 
Questionnaire development has been accomplished for private 
providers. This required significant effort and literature 
review and assists in the development of questionnaires for 
business interests and ordinary citizens. Questionnaire develop-
ment is approximately fifty-percent accomplished. 
An extensive inventory of private providers has been 
developed and contacts made with them. Great amounts of data has 
been gathered and identification of private providers to be 
interviewed has been accomplished. 
3 
During the next quarter questionnaires will be developed, 
for business interests and lay citizens, and pretested. 
Decisions on who is to be interviewed will be made and 
interviewers will be trained. Actual interviewing will be 
started although it will probably continue through until the 
third period. 
Currently, there are no problems which warrant discussion. 
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June 1, 1986 through September 1, 1986 
The project is proceeding well. A primary issue has been replacing 
Dr. Catanese and Dr. Arbeit. This has been accomplished. Dr. Jay 
M. Stein and Dr. Michael Elliott are faculty persons who have 
joined me on the project and will be working through December, 
1986. 	Both are experienced researchers and have worked 
extensively with collection of field data. 	Dr. Elliott will be 
actively involved with the conduct of interviews while Dr. Stein 
will play a more active role in the analysis phase. Resumes for Dr. 
Elliott and Dr. Stein are enclosed. 
Questionnaire development is now approximately eighty-five 
percent accomplished. The remaining task in this section will be 
focused on the development of questionnaires for business interests. 
The questionnaires for providers and lay citizens have been 
completed. 	The project is now approximately three weeks behind 
because of personnel changes. 	However, it should be back on 
schedule at the end of September. 
2 
Interviewing will commence during the month of September. 
All persons to be interviewed, with the exception of those in the 
business section, have been identified. In deciding which citizens 
to interview we have decided to rely extensively on many of the 
already existing citizen advisory boards in the Atlanta region. 
The collection of relevant information on private sector 
initiatives has been initiated and will form a significant portion of 
the final report. In this context, Mr. Kenneth Orski of Urban 
Mobility Corporation has provided great assistance. 
Questionnaire development will be finalized and actual 
interviewing should commence in October. 
JAY M. STEIN 
Biographical Sketch 
EDUCATION  
Ph.D. in Urban and Regional Planning 
University of Michigan 
M.S. 	in Political Science 
York University 
B.A. 	in Political Science 
Harpur College, SUNY at Binghamton 




Major interests are in the economic and fiscal aspects of planning with a special 
focus on equity issues in public service delivery systems. Research and publications 
have been on state educational aid formulas, improving productivity of state and 
local government services and evaluating community poverty programs. More 
recent involvement has focused on energy pricing issues for public housing tenants, 
the impact of transit stations on urban neighborhoods and economic development 
planning. 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
Visiting Professor, Stanford University 1984 - 85 
Associate Professor, Georgia Institute of Technology 1981 - 84 
Assistant Professor, Georgia Institute of Technology 1976 - 	81 
Lecturer, University of Michigan 1974 - 76 
Research Assistant, Highway Safety Research Institute, 
University of Michigan 1973 - 74 
Instructor, University of Detroit 1973 - 74 
Instructor, Marygrove College 1973 - 74 
HONORS AND AWARDS 
Horace H. Rackham Dissertation Grant, University of Michigan, September 1975-
April 1976. 
Horace H. Rackham Developmental Fellowship, University of Michigan, September 
1973-April 1975. 
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Doctoral dissertation, "A Disadvantaged Municipal Environment and Community 
Expenditure Priorities," (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1976) named 
a finalist in the annual competition for outstanding doctoral dissertations 
held by the Land Economics Foundation of Lamda Alpha, a national honorary 
land economics fraternity founded at Northwestern University in 1930 with 
chapters in major American and Canadian cities. 
FUNDED RESEARCH PROJECTS  
Co-Principal Investigator, "An Evaluation of Energy Advocacy Programs in the 
Southeast Region," Community Service Administration, April - September, 
1980; $40,000. 
An evaluation of experimental programs designed to bring about changes 
in existing laws and administrative regulations relating to energy matters 
which affect the poor. 
Co-Principal Investigator, "An Evaluation of Community Service Administration 
Agencies in the Southeast Region," Community Services Administration, 
Region IV, January - December, 1980; $189,000. 
The project involves an evaluation of thirty Community Service Agencies 
in eight southeastern states. Four or five programs, such as weatherization, 
day care, CETA, housing rehabilitation, and emergency services are evaluated 
for each agency by interviewing community leaders, agency staff and clients. 
Responsible for research design, implementation, analysis and supervision 
of twelve team members. 
Principal Investigator, "Increasing the Effectiveness of Downtown Revitalization 
Through Goal Resolution," Title 1-A, HEA, Community Services and Continuing 
Education Program, May 1979 - May 1980; $10,500. 
The project involves the organization of statewide conferences for local 
government officials on using group process techniques to resolve goal conflicts 
in developing plans for downtown revitalization in small communities. 
Co-Principal Investigator, "An Evaluation of Community Service Administration 
Agencies in the Southeast Region," Community Service Administration, 
Region IV, May 1979 - December 1979; $171,000. 
Similar to the January 1980 project (listed above), involves an evaluation 
of major service programs provided by CSA agencies in the southeast region. 
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Co-Principal Investigator, "An Awareness Program for Local Government Officials 
on Improving Productivity of Public Programs," Title I-A, HEA, Community 
Service and Continuing Education Program, June 1978 - May 1979; $12,500. 
The project involves the planning of statewide conferences for local government 
officials on improving the productivity of their public services. Subjects 
covered include measurement of service outcomes, new technologies, work 
incentives, employee morale, management and data processing. Responsibilities 
include design of survey instrument to determine local needs and interests, 
planning/arranging the conferences, and presentations at the conferences. 
Member, "An Agenda for Technology Assessment of the Built Environment," National 
Science Foundation - Resources Applied to National Needs; June - September 
1977; $75,000. 
Member of an interdisciplinary team of faculty members to develop an agenda 
of technology assessment projects of the built environment that are worth 
national attention and support. The output of the project was a list of agenda 
topics that NSF-gANN will sponsor in the 1980's. 
Member, "Provisions for Elderly and Handicapped Pedestrians," Department of 
Transportation, October 1976 - February 1977; $450,000. 
The goal of the project was to identify, test, and document a methodology 
which can be used to generate a "priority accessible network" -- a time-
resource transportation plan. My role in the project involved the preparation 
of a manual identifying public and private revenue sources that local governments 
could use to improve facilities for handicapped pedestrians. 
RESEARCH REPORTS 
, et al., "Community Impact Evaluation of the Durham, NC Community 
Action Agency" (1981). 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Spartanburg, NC Community 
Action Agency" (1981). 
. "Statistical Analysis of Calhoun Gardens Tenant Occupancy by Racial 
Composition," report to Georgia Legal Services Program 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Columbia, SC Community 
Action Agency" (1980). 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Live Oak, FL Community 
Action Agency" (1980). 
	 , "Community Impact Evaluation of the Kentucky Association of Community 
Action Agencies (KACAA) Energy Advocacy Project" (July 1980). 26 pp. 
and 3 appendices. 
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	 , Clifford Bragdon, Catherine Ross, and Larry Keating, "Final Report 
on Community Impact Evaluations of Community Action Agencies." (July 1980) 
, et al., "Community Impact Evaluation of the Gleams Human Resources 
Commission - Greenwood, South Carolina (July 1979), 52 pp. 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Mountain Valley Economic 
Opportunity Authority - La Follete, Tennessee (July 1979) 51 pp. 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of Anderson County Community 
Action Commission, Inc., Clinton, TN (July 1979), 49 pp. 
"Community Impact Evaluation of the Elk and Duck Community 
Association - Fayetteville, TN (August 1979), 50 pp. 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Blount County County Community 
Action Agency, Inc. - Alcoa, TN" (August 1979), 43 pp. 
	 , "Community Impact Evaluation of the CAA of Fayette and Lamar 
Counties, Inc. - Fayette, AL" (August 1979), 52 pp. 
"Community Impact Evaluation of the Greenville County Council 
for Community Actions, Inc. - Greenville, SC" (October 1979), 52 pp. 
, "Community Impact Evaluation of the Aiken County Community 
Action, Inc. - Aiken, SC" (October 1979) 50 pp. 
, " A Study of Gas and Electricity Consumption in Savannah Public 
Housing," The Georgia Legal Service Program (June 1979), 28 pp. 
	and Winfred G. Dodon, "Awareness Program for Local Government 
' Officials on Improving the Efficiency and Effectiveness of Services Through 
Productivity Programs," (Atlanta: Engineering Experiment Station, Georgia 
Institute of Technology, 1979). 
, "Final Report on Developing Agency Output Measures" to Georgia 
Department of Community Affairs (August 1978). 
Phillip S. Carroll, Richard J. Kaplan, Thomas L. McDole, James H. Saalberg, 	 
and Arthur C. Wolfe, Current Information on Frequency of Injury and Death by 
Crash Configuration and Speeds (Ann Arbor: Highway Safety Research Institute, 
Research Institute, 1978). 
Page missing from report 
page (6) 
Under review:  
"Planning in the Nuclear Age: Waiting for Apocalypse, " under review by the 
Journal of the American Planning Association.  
"Historic Preservation and Tax Incentives: the U.S. Experience," (with David 
Brown) under review by EKISTICS.  
Book Review Essays:  
"Equity and Energy: Rising Energy Prices and the Living Standards of Lower Income 
Americans," by Mark N. Cooper, et al, Journal of the American Planning 
Association, Vol. 50, No. 3 (summer 1984). 
"Privatizing the Public Sector" by E. S. Savas (Chatham: Chatham House Publishers, 
Inc., 1982), Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 49, No. 3 
(summer 1983), pp. 369 - 370. 
The Planner's Use of Information by Hemalata Dandekar (ed.) (Stroudsburg: 
Hutchison Ross, 11982) Journal of Planning Education and Research,  
vol. 2, no. 3 (winter 1983). 
"Urban Public Economics," by William B. Neenan (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1981) 
in Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 48, No. 2. (spring 1982). 
"Urban and Regional Planning in an Age of Austerity," edited by Pierre Clavel, 
John Forester and William W. Goldsmith in Studies in Comparative International 
Development (Fall 1981). 
"Education by Choice: The Case for Family Control," by John Coons and Stephen 
Sugarman (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978) in Urban Education,  
Sage Publications (January 1980), pp. 499-502. 
"A Dilemma of Local Government," by Paul Dimond in the Journal of the American  
Planning Association (October 1979). 
"The Urban Habitat: Past, Present and Future," (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1978) 
in Man-Environment Systems (Fall 1979). 
"How Effective Are Your Community Services/Procedures for Monitoring the 
Effectiveness of Municipal Services," by Harry Hatry, et al., (Washington, 
DC: The Urban Institute 1979) in Journal of the American Institute of Planners 
(October 1978), p. 489. 
"Pricing as a Planning Instrument," Journal of the American Institute of Planners 
(July 1978) 1 pp 365 - 367 
Research Notes:  
Discussion of research project on public housing utility allowances in Journal of Housing 
(April 1981). 
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PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE  
Principal, Jay M. Stein Associates - Economic Planning and Evaluation 
Principal, Urban Dynamics - Atlanta, Georgia 
Selected Projects: 
"Recommended Utility Allowances for the Housing Authority of Montgomery, AL," in 
support of NORMAN, et al, v. Housing Authority of the City of Montgomery, et al 
(1983 - 1984), under contract with the Legal Services Corporation of Alabama. 
"Statistical Analysis of Utility Allowances for Georgia Mountains Regional Office," 
in support of CRUMBLEY, et al, v. Winder Housing Authority (1983 - 1984), 
under contract with Georgia Legal Services Programs. 
"Impact of MARTA Rail Station on Residential and Business Community in Brookwood 
Station Area," for Urban Dynamics under contract with the Atlanta Regional 
Commission and UMTA with Dr. Catherine Ross (1982). 
"Impact of MARTA Rail Line on Hightower Station Neighborhood," for Atlanta 
Regional Commission and Urban Mass Transit Agency (UMTA) with Dr. 
Catherine Ross (1981). 
"Recommended Utility Allowance for Savannah Public Housing," prepared for 
Georgia Legal Services - Savannah Regional Office (November 1980) - report 
prepared on interim allowance schedule proposed by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to settle litigation. 
"A Statistical Analysis of Calhoun Gardens Tenant Occupancy by Racial Composition," 
(September 1980) -prepared for Georgia Legal Services Program in support 
of a court case involving discrimination in the selection of public housing 
tenants. 
"A Report to Rural Legal Service of Tennessee on Housing Allowances for Section 
8 Housing" (February 1980). A report and expert witness testimony on 
Tennessee Public Housing utility allowances. 
"Utility Allowance Recommendations for Glaze vs Atlanta Housing Authority" 
prepared for Atlanta Legal Services (December 1979) - a report on the 
retroactive allowances due to tenants in the Atlanta Public Housing Authority 
in relation to a newly developed rate structure. 
"A Study of Gas and Electricity Consumption in Savannah Public Housing," prepared 
for the Georgia Legal Services Program - Savannah Regional Office. 
Collection and analysis of utility consumption data for tenants 
in Savannah Public House in support of a court challenge to the Savannah 
Public Housing Authority's (PHA) allowance structure. The case resolved 
in favor of the plaintiffs, in Leslie, et al., vs Mann, et. al  has become a 
landmark court case in this litigation area. 
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"Final Report on Preparing Agency Output Measures," Prepared for Department 
of Community Affairs, Division of Technical Assistance (August 1978) -
the project involved using various group process techniques with DCA's 
staff to develop output measures for their services. The measures, intended 
for internal agency use and for monitoring staff performance, were developed 
for the City/County Management Group, Criminal Justice Management, 
Community Programs Unit and the Personnel Services Unit. 
PRESENTATION/INVITED PAPERS  
"Military Spending as U.S. National Economic Policy," presented at the 12th Summer 
Annual Meeting of PTRC, Brighton, England: The University of Sussex, 
July 1984. 
"Implications of Military Spending for Planning, presented at Conference on Allocative 
and Distributive Impacts of Reagan Policies," VPI - Washington Center, 
Alexandria, VA, April 19 - 21, 1984. 
"Impact of Military Spending on Urban Areas," presented at the 1984 Urban Affairs 
Association Annual Meeting in Portland, OR, March 1984. 
"Public vs. Private Sector Productivity: the U.S. Perspective," presented at the 
International Union of Local Authorities Conference, Stockholm, Sweden 
(June 1983). 
"Issues in Determining Utility Allowances for Public Housing Tenants," presented at 
ACSP Conference  in San Francisco, October 1983. San Francisco, October 1983. 
"Equity in School Finance: 'Municipal Overburden' As State Educational Aid," 
presented at the 1983 Urban Affairs Association Annual Meeting  in Flint, 
MI - March 1983. 
Chair of panel on "Social Policies and Human Services Planning" ACSP Conference 
in Chicago, October 22, 1982. 
"Organizational Structures and Responses to Austerity: The U.S. Experience with 
Retrenchment in Public Education," with T. Connolly, School of Industrial 
and Systems Engineering, presented at conference sponsored by Economic  
Research Institute, Stockholm School of Economics,  June 16 - 18, 1982. 
"Public Service Productivity and a Community's Environment," presented at the 
Urban Affairs Association Annual Meeting  in Philadelphia, April 16, 
1982. 
"Improving Productivity in Local Government Services" presented at 1981 - 82 
ACSP Annual Conference in Washington, D.C. 
Commentator on Barry Checkoway and Judity Lieberman, "Revitalizing an Urban 
Neighborhood" at 1981 - 82 ACSP Annual Conference in Washington, D.C., 
October 1981. 
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"Developing Productivity Measures in Planning Public Services, University of 
Michigan. Lecture in the Ph.D Program in Urban Planning  (February 1980). 
"Fiscal Capacity and Intergovernmental Grant Formulas," presented at the Idea 
Market of the American Institute of Planners (AIP) Conference  in New 
Orleans (October 1978). 
ADMINISTRATION/COMMITTEES AT GEORGIA TECH  (selected - major) 
Chairman, College of Architecture Advisory Committee (1983 - 1984) 
Member, President's Research Council (1983 	) 
Representative for College of Architecture on Institute Graduate Committee 
(1982 - 	) 
Member, College of Architecture Advisory Committee (1980 - 81). 
Member, College of Architecture Doctoral Program Task Force (1980 - ) 
Member, College of Architecture International Programs Committee (1980 - 81) 
Chairman, College Search Committee for Graduate City Planning Program Director 
(December 1979 - May 1980) 
Chairman, College Advisory Committee, elected by Committee members, policy 
formulating committee, representing the College of Architecture's faculty 
(1979 - 80). 
Member, Dean's Task Force for Revising the Graduate City Planning Program 
(September 1978 - June 1979). One of two City Planning faculty appointed 
to a seven-person committee to review the program and to develop a five-
year plan. 
Member, College Advisory Committee, elected by the faculty (1978-79). 
Chairman, Doctoral Program Committee, responsibility to develop a new doctoral 
program for the College (1978 - 79). 
Chairman, Faculty Search Committee, responsibility for filling seven College 
positions (1977 - 78). 
Member, Doctoral Committee, College of Architecture (September 1977 - June 
1978). 
Member, Research Committee, College of Architecture (September 1977 - June 
1978). 
Member, Committee to Improve Teacher Effectiveness (May 1977 - October 1977). 
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Member, Research Committee, College of Architecture (September 1976 - June 
1977). 
Faculty Representative, Representative Assembly, University of Michigan (September 
1974 - May 1975). 
COMMITTEES  PROFESSIONAL  
Member, Executive Committee of Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning 
(ACSP), southeastern representative, October 1980 - October 1982. 
Member, Editorial Board, Journal of the American Planning Association (1983 - 1985). 
CONTINUING EDUCATION  
Summers 1978 - 82, Annual Summer Institute in Urban Planning at Georgia Institute 
of Technology. In each of the four sessions, participated as an instructor on 
Fiscal Aspects and Research Methods for planners. 
Instructor in Institute for Evaluation of Urban Resources, Georgia (July 1981). 
Developed, administered and taught in statewide workshops on Productivity Improvement 
(1978 - 79) and Downtown Revitalization (1979 - 80); see funded projects. 
COMMUNITY SERVICE 
Member, ad hoc committee to advise Mayor Young on implications of federal budget 
cuts for Atlanta (summer 1982). 
Member, Steering Committee, Virginia Highlands Neighborhood Association, 1982. 
Member, Superintendent of Atlanta Schools Breakfast Club (March 1980 - ). 
A group of Atlanta educators that meets monthly to discuss education policy 
issues with the Atlanta School's Superintendent. 
Advisor, Historic Preservation Section, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, 
1978 - 79. 
Assisted in the planning of historic preservation workshops for the state and 
wrote part of a successful grant proposal, "Historic Preservation Dialogue: 
Statewide Issues Workshops" to the Committee for the Humanities in Georgia 
for $5,432 awarded to the Department of Natural Resources. 
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Member, Economic Task Force, Atlanta 2000, Fall 1976 - June 1977. 
Advisor, Research Atlanta, project on property tax base exemptions in Atlanta. 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS  
American Planning Association (APA) and APA Division on Social and Human 
Services. 
Planner's Network 
National Tax Association 
Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning 
Urban Affairs Association' 
REVIEWER  
Journal of Planning Education and Research  
Journal of Urban Affairs  
Journal of the American Planning Association 
PERSONAL  
Married; no children; U.S. citizen; birthdate: 12/21/46; excellent health. 
Residence: 982 Highland View 
Atlanta, Georgia 30306 
404/881-8658 
Office: 	Georgia Institute of Technology 
Graduate City Planning Program 
217, Old Architecture Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 
404/894-2351 
Revised: 	May 1984 
Michael L. Poirier Elliott  
Assistant Professor of City Planning, College of Architecture 
Co-Director, The Southeast Negotiation Network, Center for Planning and Development 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
	
738 Brookridge Drive 





Ph.D. Urban and Regional Studies (1984) 	 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Environmental and land use policy; physical planning; conflict management. Thesis: 
"Coping with Conflicting Perceptions of Risk in Hazardous Waste Facility Siting 
Disputes." 
M.C.P. City and Regional Planning (1978) 	 University of California, 	Berkeley 
Land use planning and land economics. Thesis: "The Impact of Development Regu-
lations on the Organization of the Housing Industry." 
B.S. Architecture (1974) 
B.S. Urban Studies (1974) 	 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Urban design. Thesis: "The Visitor at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts: Design 
for a Public Guidance System." 
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE  
Co-Principal Douglasville Quality of Life Central Development Study, February 1986 to present. 
Investigator Funding source: City of Douglasville to the Georgia Tech Center for Planning and 
Development for $20,000. The study seeks to identify opportunities for improving 
the quality of life in Douglasville through revitalization of the downtown area, 
improvements to Hunter Park, and rehabilitation concepts for a conference and 
convention center. 
Research Central Area Study, April - July 1985. Funding source: Central Atlanta Progress 
Associate to the Georgia Tech Center for Planning and Development for $7,500. The study 
required the Center to develop a work plan for a $350,000 strategic planning study 
to be conducted by CAP and the City of Atlanta. Responsible for the design of 
the task force structure and Civic Aspirations Program component. 
Research Hazardous Waste Management Study, May - December 1984. Funding source: 
Associate direct contract with the Tufts University Center for Environmental Management. 
Contract required development of research designs for three fields of hazardous 
waste management. Reports included: "State Systems for Siting Hazardous Waste 
Facilities through Preemption and Negotiation," October 1984. "The Influence of 
Corporate Waste Management Practices on Hazardous Waste Facility Siting," 
October 1984. "Local Opposition to Facility Siting Proposals and the Dynamics of 









Environmental Risk Management and Facility Siting Project, 1981 - 1984. Funding 
sources: fellowship from the Joint Ccntcr for Urban Studies of MIT and Harvard 
University with additional support from the Hewlett and Mellon Foundations for a 
total of $30,000. Conducted gaming-simulation, case, and opinion survey studies of 
public decision making for the management of environmental and health risks 
associated with the siting of hazardous industrial facilities. 
An Analysis of European Efforts to Involve Citizens in Neighborhood Revitalization 
and the Management of Urban Services, 1978 - 1980. Funding source: The German 
Marshall Fund to the MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning for three 
grants totalling $130,000. Coordinated the grantsmanship, research program, 
workshops, conference preparations and report writing for 15 case studies of 
citizen participation in Europe. 
Assisted in the research design, data collection and report writing for three 
research projects: Patterns of Urban Growth Control Regulations (1976 -1977) with 
the Institute of Urban And Regional Development, University of California, 
Berkeley; The Local Impact of the Massachusetts Growth Policy Act (1976) with the 
MIT Department of Urban Studies and Planning; and Resource Conservation and 
Development Planning Strategies for Maine (1974) with MIT and the Maine State 














The Southeast Negotiation Network, Center for Planning and Development, 1985-
present: established SNN to provide a neutral forum for the resolution of policy, 
planning and development disputes and for strategic planning; to promote dispute 
resolution research; and to promote alternative forms of dispute resolution in the 
Southeast through education. 
New York Academy of Science, Program on Science and Society, 1984 - 1986: 
developed and helped initiate a program in dispute resolution for coping with 
scientific issues associated with public policymaking, with initial application to a 
dispute over emissions associated with resource recovery facilities. 
Dana Hall School, Massachusetts, 1981 - 1983: designed working plans for a solar 
energy rehabilitation of existing buildings and preliminary plans for a new solar 
heated athletic complex. 
Environmental Resource Limited of London, 1980 - 1981; developed recommendations 
for creating an environmental impact assessment process for the national govern-
ment of the Netherlands, based on an analysis of the United States EIA process. 
New York City Mayor's Office of Economic Development, 1977 - 1978: assisted the 
Director of Business Services in the creation of an Office of Commercial Revitali-
zation and in the planning of a five million dollar comprehensive assistance 
program for local merchants. Served as OED liaison to the Department of City 









Marin County Department of Environmental Services, California, 1975 - 1976: 
assessed the visual and land use impacts for alternative land use plans proposed for 
the 1,500 acre Hamilton Air Force Base. 
The Design Office of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, 1973 - 1974: developed a 
public information and guidance system for Museum visitors based on interviews, 
observation, and the testing of maps. 
Design for three private residences: 	McCabe Residence, 1984, Merrimac, New 
Hampshire: a solar heated single-family residence, 2,100 sq. ft. on twenty acres of 
riverfront property. Elliott Residence, 1985, Hudson, New Hampshire: a conven-
tionally heated single-family residence, 1,400 sq. ft. on an one acre lot. McRoberts 
Residence, 1975, Hollis, New Hampshire: an earth and solar heated single-family 









Graduate City Planning Program, College of Architecture, Georgia Institute of 
Technology, 1984 - present: Teaching responsibilities include courses in 
Bargaining and Negotiation (W1986), 
Planning in the Intergovernmental System (W 1985, WI986), 
Problems in Community Planning (S1985, S1986), 
Principles of Environmental and Energy Planning (S1985, S1986), and 
Environmental Policy and Regulation (F1985). 
Major administrative responsibilities include chairing the Urban Design Concen-
tration (1985 - present), chairing the Committee on Teaching Practice in the 
Graduate City Planning Program (1985 - 1986), coordinating marketing and registra-
tion for the 27th Annual Conference of the Association of Collegiate Schools for 
Planning (1985), and sitting on the PhD Committee (1985 to present). 
Continuing Education Program, Georgia Institute of Technology, 1985 to present: 
Personal Computers in Real Estate Development (March 24-25, 1986), 
The Planning Commissioners Institute (May 15-17, 1985; May 14-16,1986), 
Micro-computer Applications for Planning and Development (August 26-29, 1985). 
Department of Urban Studies. and Planning, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
1980 - 1984: Teaching responsibilities included courses in 
Environmental Quality Assessment (S1980, S1981), 
Environmental Dispute Resolution (F1980), and 
the PhD colloquium in Planning and Democracy (F1983, S1984). 
Harvard Graduate School of Design and the MIT Laboratory for Architecture and 
Planning (June, 1979; June, 1980; June, 1981): convened and jointly taught Current 
Practice and Theory in Environmental Design and Planning, a symposium for 
planners and architects. 
School of Architecture and Planning, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1985. 
Michael Elliott/4 
AWARDS AND HONORS  
V.O. Key Fellow of the Joint Center for Urban Studies of MIT and Harvard University (1981 
to 1984). 
MIT nominee of the Goodwin Award for teaching excellence (1980 - 1981 academic year). 
Fellow with the New York City Program in Urban Management (1977 - 1978). 
PUBLICATIONS  
Books and Chapters 
Author, "Conflict Resolution," in Introduction to Urban Planning, Anthony Catanese and James 
Snyder, eds. (New York: McGraw-Hill, forthcoming). 
Co-editor (with Lawrence Susskind), Paternalism. Conflict and Co-Production: Learning from  
Citizen Action and Citizen Participation in Western Eurooe, (New York: Plenum Press, 1983). 
Journal Articles 
Author, "Improving Community Acceptance of Hazardous Waste Facilities Through Alternative 
Systems for Mitigating and Managing Risk," Hazardous Waste: A Journal for Technology, 
Health, Environmental and Policy Research, (1:3), 1984: 397-410. 
Author, "The Impact of Growth Control Regulations on Housing Prices in California," Journal  
of the American Real Estate and Urban Economics Association (9:2), 1981: 115-133. 
Author, "Pulling the Pieces Together: Amalgamation in Environmental Impact Assessment," 
Environmental Impact Assessment Review, (2:1), 1981: 10-38. 
Co-author (with Lawrence Susskind), "Learning from Citizen Participation and Citizen Action 
in Western Europe," The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, (17:4), 1981: 497-517. 
Co-editor (with Marc Draisen), special issue on "Citizen Participation: The European 
Experience," Planning and Administration, (1981:2). 
Co-author (with Lawrence Susskind), "Paternalism, Conflict and Co-Production: Learning from 
the European Citizen Participation Experience," Planning and Administration, (8:2), 1981: 
12-27). 
Presentations and Published Reports 
Presented, "Community Approaches to Risk Management in Facility Siting," at the 27th 
Annual Conference of the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning, November 1-3, 1985. 
Presented, "Managing Risk through Mediation: Coping with Perception of Risk in Environ-
mental Policymaking," at the conference on "Emerging Issues in Environmental Analysis and 
Planning: Implications f OF Professional Education," April 11-13, 1985. 
Michael Elliott/5 
Presented, 'Evaluating Citizen Participation: Illustrations from the European Experience," at 
the Symposium on Citizen Participation in Western Europe, Washington, D.C., May, 1980. 
Co-author (with Lawrence Susskind), "A Survey of Local Growth Policy Committees and Their 
Impact," (Massachusetts. Institute of Technology: Laboratory of Architecture and Planning, 
October 1977). 
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PROJECT DIRECTOR 
City Planning Program 
College of Architecture 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332-0155 
(404) 894-2350 
December 10, 1986 
Mr. Robert R. Trotter, Grant Manager 
University Research and Training Program 
Transit Research and Training Division 
URT-33, Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
Room 6100 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
Dear Bob: 
Enclosed is the third progress report for No. GA-11-0017 
entitled "Overcoming Barriers to Greater Private Sector 
Involvement in Transportation." 








A Unit of the University System of Georgia 
An Equal Education and Emoloyment O000rtunitv Institution 
PROGRESS REPORT 
Title:  
OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO GREATER PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN 
TRANSPORTATION 
Grant Number:  
GA-11-0017 
Time Period:  
September 1, 1986 through December 1, 1986 
A great deal has been accomplished during the September 
through December time period. Questionnaire development has 
been finalized and examples of these are appended to this 
report. The questionnaires were designed so there are some 
common items that can serve as one basis for comparison. 
Questionnaire development began with the review of 
literature on the role of the private sector in the provision 
of transportation services. Various issues were identified 
and served as one source out of which questions were formed. 
Other questions were drawn from work done previously by 
myself and others working on the project. These were divided 
into groups depending on whether they related to the citizen, 
business person or private provider perspective. Each group 
of questions served as the basis for the development of each 
of the three sets of questionnaires which were then field 
tested and revised. 
Members of the research team were trained in the art of 
interviewing. This took place over a two week period during 
which time mock interviews were held. 
A complete list of those to be interviewed is attached 
to this report. Interviews were conducted through mail-back 
and telephone usage. As discussed in progress report number 
three existing networks were utilized in identifying persons 
to be interviewed. Those citizens interviewed belong to the 
Atlanta Regional Commission's (ARC) Transportation Citizens 
Task Force or is a member of the city of Atlanta's 
Neighborhood Planning Unit (NPU) structure. Business persons 
belong to Central Atlanta Progress (CAP), a private 
organization representing downtown business interests. 
Private operators were selected on the basis of their 
interest in providing public transportation service and the 
requirement they operate in the metro area. 
At this time, all interviews for both the citizen and 
private provider's group have been completed and business 
interviews are sixty-percent complete. All interviewing 
should be finished during the next week. 
The final report period will involve analysis of the 
date collected and compilation of the final report. 
SURVEY OF PRIVATE PROVIDERS  
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  
Title:  	Phone: 	  
1. Please indicate the type(s) of transportation services performed 
by your company. 
fixed route 	 school service 
taxi 	 consulting 
charter 	 commuter 
management service 	 para transit 
other 	  
2. How many transit vehicles does your company presently own? 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
3. Please list the seating capacity of your present fleet. 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
4. What type of certificates do you hold? 
State: PSC 	Fixed Route 
Charter 
Federal: ICC Fixed Route 
Charter 	 
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 	 Yes   Don't know 
	 No 	Comment 	  
6. Do you think private operators ought to provide public 
transportation? 	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
7. What can or should be done to encourage more people like yourself 
to provide transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
Comment 	  
8. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable. to MARTA's? 
	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No 
9. Do you feel MARTA has an advantage private operators can't 
compete with? If so, how should this be changed? 
	 Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
10. Does the existence of MARTA have a positive or negative impact on 
private providers? How? 
Positive 	Comments 	  
	 Negative 
Don't know 
11. Are you aware that MARTA has a relationship with the Public 
Service Commission (PSC)? 
If yes, what kind of relationship does it have? 
	 Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
12. Do you think the PSC is a positive or negative influence on 
privately provided transportation services? 
	 Positive 	Comments 	  
 Negative 
	 Don't know 
13. Do you think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
	 Yes 	 Comments 	  
 No 
Don't know 
14. What are some issues that reduce the possibility of your company 
providing public transit services? 
competition from MARTA 
	 heavy regulations 
labor problems 
	 uncertainties 
length of contract (too short to make investments feasible) 
ridership (not enough to turn a profit) 
assignment to only non-mainline routes 
	 bidding 
 lack of equipment 
Other 	  
15. What is the best way to notify you about contracts? 
16. What one item keeps private providers from competing for 
contracts?. 	  
17. What is the single biggest problem for private providers? 
18. Do you think private providers and business interests should meet 
to discuss transportation needs? 	Yes   Don't know 
No 
Please refer to the enclosed map and service description. 
19. Do you feel a private operator could provide a downtown loop 
service like the one proposed? 
Yes 	No 	Don't know 
Comments  
20. If Underground Atlanta could be run at a sufficient profit, would 
you consider providing the service? 
Yes 	No 	Don't know 
If no, why not? 	  
21. What would make provision of service to Underground more 
attractive to your company? 
Do you have additional comments? 
SURVEY OF BUSINESS COMMUNITY 
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  
Title: 	  Phone: 	  
1. What do you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
2. Do you think it is desirable to have private operators provide 
transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
3. What kind of service do you think . should be provided by the 
private sector? 	  
4. Do you feel private companies can adequately provide public 
transportation? 
Yes 
No, if not, why not? 
bidrigging 
favoritism 
lack of commitment 
other 	  
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
6. What problems exist with privately provided public transportation 
services? 	  
7. Do you think privately provided transit service would cost more 
for the same service provided publicly? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
8. Do you think transportation services should be subsidized? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, what kind of subsidy? 	  
9. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
10. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comments 	  
11. What type of provider do you think would involve more 
bureaucracy, private or public? 




12. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
13. How could private operators be motivated to provide quality 
service? 	  
*** 	 Introduce the "Downtown Bus Loop" 
*** 
14. Do you feel there is a need for good bus service to Underground 
Atlanta? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
15. Do you have a preference to whether the bus loop be provided by 
MARTA or a private firm? 
MARTA 
Private firm 
If yes, which do you prefer and why? 	  
16. If the bus loop were to be provided privately, do you have a 
preference to whether it is provided by CAP or a private firm? 
CAP 
Private firm 
If yes, why? 	  




If yes, in what way is it beneficial? 	  




If yes, in what way would it be beneficial? 	  
19. Do you think it is necessary for businesses to be involved in 
transit system planning for the downtown area? 
Yes 	Comment 	  
No 
20. Would you consider subsidizing transit service if it gave your 
customers excellent accessibility to your business operation? 
Yes 	_____ Don't know 
No Comments 	  
Do you have any additional comments? 	  
SURVEY OF CITIZENS  
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. Please check or 
fill in the appropriate response. 
1. What do you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
Comment 
2. Do you think it is desirable to have private operators provide 
public transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  




4. What kind of service do you think should or could be provided by 
the private sector? 	  
5. In what situation do you think a private provider is preferable 
to a public one? 	  
6. Do you think private operators are as responsible as public 
operators? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
7. Do you feel private companies can adequately provide public 
transit? If not, why not? 
bidrigging 	 favoritism 
profit motivation 	lack of commitment 
other 	  
8. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
9. What do you perceive as problems in terms of private provision of 
public transportation services? 
Don't know 
Comment 	  
10. Do you think private operators would cost more for the same 
service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
11. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If Yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
12. Do you fear cuts in public transit funding if private companies 




13. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 	  
14. Which provider do you think would prefer a more flexible service, 
public or private? 
Public 
	Private 
Comment 	  
15. Which type of provider do you think would involve more 




16. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? Comment 	  
17. How could you motivate private providers to provide quality 
service? 





19. If the proposed downtown bus loop (see enclosed map) were to be 
provided by either MARTA or a private firm, do you have a 
preference to whether MARTA or the private firm provides it? If 
yes, which would you prefer and why? 
Public 
Private 
20. What could be done to make the provision of service to 
Underground more attractive to private operators? Comment 	 
21. Do you think that the bus loop system should have the same fare 
as on all other MARTA lines? 
22. If the bus loop was provided at a high level of service (i.e., 
low travel times and a more personalized atmosphere), would you 




If Yes, how much more would you be willing to pay? 	  




24. Do you think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
Yes 	Don't know 
No 
Cobb Rideshare 
Attn: Cindi McCollough, 
Administrative Coordinator 
10 E. Park Square 
Marietta, GA 30090-9605 
Phone: 429-3135 
Van Pool Services Inc. (VPSI) 
Attn: H. C. Wood, Sales Rep. 
1744 Canton Rd. 
Marietta, GA 30066 
Phone: 424-8485 
Argenbright, Inc. 
Attn. Ken Bivins, 
V.P. Operations 
4854 Old National Hwy., Suite 100 
Atlanta, GA 30337 
Phone: 766-1212 
Capitol Limousine, Inc. 
Attn: R-Dee Michell, Pres. 
2823 Windy will Rd. 
Suite 1075 
Marietta, GA .30067 
Phone: 952-4344 
Safeway Transtortation Co. 
Attn: Alan Sorenson 
1700 S Cobb Drive 
Marietta, GA 30060 
Phone: 428-9944 
Mbdnar Corporation 
Attn: S. Dickerson, Pres. 
555 Tana rest Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30328 
Phone: 252-2356 
Soutbfa‘astern Stages, Inc. 
Attn. E. C. Shipman, V.P. 
226 Alexander St., N.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30313 
Phone: 874-2741 
Cobb Motorcoach, Inc. 
Attn-: Larry Walker, Pres. 
6281 Oakdale Rd. 
Mableton, GA 30059 
Phone: 691-6944 
Cascade Cab Co. 
Attn: Billy Watts Manager 
1609 Gordon St. 
Atlanta, GA 30310 
Phone: 758-5521 
Coyote Coach Express, Inc. 
Attn: Skip Hint, Pres. 
400 Wendell Ct., Suite 465 
Atlanta, GA 30036 
Phone: 691-3387 
Roswell Airport Express 
Attn: Robert Fells, Pres. 
10929 Crabapple Rd. Suite 201 
Roswell, GA 30075 
Phone: '998-1893 
TOurs Coach Lines 
Attn. Carlton Curry, 
General Manager 
2457 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30311 
Phone: 696-9947 
A-Limousine Services, Inc. 
Attn. Ken Womack, Pres. 
4151 Memorial Dr., Suite 101-C 
Decatur, GA 30032 
Phone: 299-2388 
Iimo 
Attn: Art Sanders 
1326 Elm Circle 
Stocktridoe, GA 30281 
Phone: 474-4123 
Chetker Cab Co. 
Attn: FL C» Hewett, 
General Manager 
563 Trabert Ave. N.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
Phone: 351-8255 
London Taxi 
Attn. Marion Ealy, Jr. 
Vice President-Gen. Mgr. 
730 Old Flat Shoals Rd. 
Atlanta, GA 30316 
Phone: 688-5658 
Capital City Coach Lines, Inc. 
Attn: Matthew Carswell 
328 Tall Oaks Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30342 
Phone: 256-0600 
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Vanpool Commuter Service 
Attn: Bill White, Pres. 
385 Boogers Hill Rd. 
Oxford, GA 30267 
Phone: 357-4001, 786-5430 
BuCkhead Safety Cab CO. 
Attn: Bradley Stone, Pres. 
254 E. Paces Ferry Pd. #12 
Atlanta, GA 30305 
Phone: 237-8298 
Million Cab Co. 
Attn. Mike Saliba, Pres. 
359 Memorial Drive S.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30312 
Phone: 688-9295 
North Atlanta Coach & Transportation 
Attn. Robert Grant, CEO 
1454 Willingham Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30344 
Phone: 768-7600 
The University of Georgia 
Attn. George Young, 
Vehicle Transp. & Maintenance 
ALtocotiveCani-.../River-d. 
Athens, GA 30602 
Phone: 542-6477 
Michael's Limousine 
Attu: M. G. Royal 
1083 Alco St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30324 
Phone: 321-1191 
Atlanta Cast= Coaches, Inc. 
Attn: Larry Brian, 
V. P. 1.!ricating 
2131 Ccm- r-strzle Lane 
Marietta, GA 30064 
Phone: 425-5466 
Georgia Coach Lines, Inc. 
Attn. Janice Pope, Secretary 
669 Pryor St. 
Atlanta, GA 30315 
Phone: 525-2041 
Allen's Limousine Service 
Attn: Walter Buffalo, 
Secretary/Treasurer 
100 Pinehurst Dr. 
Stockbridge, GA 30281 
Phone: 474-3830 
Atlanta Royal Cabbies 
Attn: Lee Hadley, Pres. 
418 Whitehall St. SW 
Atlanta, GA. 30303 
Phone: 584-6655 
Star Cab Co., Inc. 
Attn. P. K. Nadutey, Manager 
2343 Campbellton Rd. SW 
Atlanta, GA 30311 
Phone: 344-6000 
Trailways Lines, Inc. 
Attn: John E. Davis, 
Senior DistrktManager 
200 Spring St. NW 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
Phone: 688-9954 
Phoenix Luxury Car & Limousine Ser. 
Attru Mike Maloof, Senior Vice Pres. 
1874 Piedmont Road #500E 
Atlanta, GA 30345 
Phone: 876-7474 
Easy Travel Tours, Inc. 
Attn: C. W. Mcocead, Pres. 
5176 l'Carter Station 
St=le Mountain, GA 
Phone: 498-4243 
Indian Trails, Inc. 
Attru J. D. Robinson, Pres. 
3 Clarkesville Street 
Cornelia, GA 30531 
Phone: 778-4913 
Samson Tburs, Inc. 
Attn. Mr. W. Sax 	an, Pres. 
1320 Milledge St. 
East Point, GA 30344 
Phone: 768-5444 
1986-87 TRANSPORATION ADVISORY GROUP 
Bruce Boltz 
1036 Chestnut Hill Circle 
Marietta, GA 30064 
980-6130 
Roy Boston 
141 Mt. Paran Road, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30342 
252-3800 
Collie Burnette 
2605 Lantern Lane 
College Park, GA 30349 
874-8000 
Chris Caviness 
3080 Rockaway Road 
Chamblee, GA 30341 
939-4360 
Steve Cummings 
Pembrook Management, Inc. 
3393 Peachtree Road, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30326 
233-6767 
Edwin Elliott 
899 Still Road 
Lawrenceville, GA 30246 
963-5660 
Dieter Franz 
Weideman & Singleton 
1789 Peachtree Road, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
876-5862 
Eric Garner 
2990 Summit Ridge 
Snellville, GA 30270 
873-7085 
Truman Hartshorn 
3545 Telfair Way 
Atlanta, GA 30319 
Marlene Heroux 
1148 Briarcliff Road, #2 
Atlanta, GA 30306 
892-0943 
Bill G. Huff, Jr. 
P.O. Box 720014 
Atlanta, GA 30328 
256-7792 
Wick C. Jackson 
2912 Belvedere Lane 
Decatur, GA 30032 
581-4444 
Ray Long 
4249 Windsor Castle Way 
Decatur, GA 30034 
496-7812 
Bert Lovell 
3319 Regal Wood Drive 
Doraville, GA 30340 
938-7356 
Eugene McFarlin 
1455 Harbin Road, S.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30311 
349-7471 
Thompson A. Nooner 
Director of Transportation 
P.O. Box COBB 
Marietta, GA 30065 
980-2000 
Glenn Robertson 
4210 Club Drive, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30319 
237-0135 
Herbert Sprague 
Dunwoody Homeowners Association 
5097 Meadowcreek Drive 
Dunwoody, GA 30338 
394-2159 
P. Andrew Springer 
3571 Habersham Road, N.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30305 
233-0792 




4086 Randall Mill Rd., NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30327 
233-6880 (H) 
4PU-B 
Tr —rrank Strickland 
3 . O. Box 56526 
4tlanta, Georgia 30334 
522-1800 (W) 
gPU-C  
Ir. Jim Askren 
3187 Downwood Cir., NW 
tlanta, Georgia 30327 
351-1579 (H) 888-2503 (0) 
IPU-D 
Gerta Gates 
1810 Sumter St., NW 
ktlanta, Georgia 30318 
355-1965 (H) 
1PU-E  
Ir. Jim Schneider 
61 Mangum St., SW Suite 200 
Atlanta, Georgia 30313 
02-3692 (H) 586-0676 (0) 
NPU-I  
Winer Norris 
929 Burnt Hickory Dr., SW 




1975 Baker Rd., NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30318 
794-2690 (H) 
NPU-K  
Mr. W. Earl Wilson 
1498 M. L. King, Dr., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30314 
758-3691 (H) 
xe- NPU-L  
Elliott Daggett 
474 English Ave., NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30318 
524-0170 (H) 
NPU-M  
Mr. Bob Wright 
c/o M. L. King Facility 
450 Auburn Ave., NE 
Atlanta, Georgia 30312 
658-6070 Messages Only 
897-1484 after 6 P.M. 
NPU-R  
Edith Ladipo 
2232 Belvedere Ave., SW 




1133 Chatham Ave., 




952 Gordon St., SW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30310 
752-6607 (0) 
- NPU-V  
Rosa Burney 
P. O. Box 10612 
Atlanta, Georgia 30310 
521-2118 (H) 
NPU-W  
Mrs. Debi Starnes 
813 Cherokee Ave., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 
627-5761 (H) 
PU-F 	 Ak NPU-N 	 NPU-X  
,harles Huddleston 	 Melissa Wauford 	 Dr. Gerri Corbin 
300 Pasadena NE 1583 McLendon Ave. , NE 	. 1028. Katherwood Dr.., .SW. 
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72-9037 (HY 577-5100 (0) 	 378-8641 (H) 	 658-3519 (0) 
dessa Wheeler 
436 Abner Place NW 




461 Clement Dr., SW 
tlanta, Georgia 30331 
96-1484 (H) 794-7655 (0) 
NPU-0  
Charles Turner 
1567 Paxon Ave., SE 




1860 Niskey Lake Trail 
Atlanta, Georgia 30331 
349-1117 (H) 	522-4310 (0) 
NPU-Y  
WT ma Jackson Jones 
1629 Shaw St., SW =773 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 
622-2351 (H) 
NPU-7  
Richard H. Sinkfieid 
101 Marietta Tower 32hd 
Atlanta, Georgia 30335 
522-4700 (0) 
i ecember 1985 
Mrs. Ellen Acquaviva 
V.P. of Community Affairs 
Atlanta Journal & Constitution 
P.O. Box 4689 
Atlanta, GA 30302 
526-5091 
Dr. Johnnie Clark 
The School of Business 
Atlanta University 
2794 Chaucer Drive, S.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30311 
681-0251 or 691-5955 
Mr. John Decker 
Marketing Principal 
Trammel Crow Company 
972 Peachtree St., N.E. 
Suite 100 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
BUSINESSES 
Mr. John F. Ford 
President 
Ford & Associates, Inc. 
10 Park Place South-Ste. 700 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
522-6080 
Mr. George Goodwin 
Senior Counselor 
Manning, Selvage & Lee 
229 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
659-1444 
Mr. Alvin Ferst 
President 
Alvin Ferst Associates, Inc. 
2045 Peachtree Rd., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
355-1100 
897-1897 
Mr. Fred Dement 
Central District Manager 
Georgia Power Company 
270 Peachtree St.,N.W.,3rd Fl. 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
526-4600 
Mr. John Edwards 
Partner 
The RBA Group, Inc. 
1375 Peachtree St., N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
881-6266 
Mr. Housh Farhadi 
Architect 
John Portman and Associates 
225 Peachtree St., NE, #201 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
522-8811 
Mr. Richard Guthman, Jr. 
Councilman, District 8 
Atlanta City Council 
c/o NBG - 34 Peachtree St., NW 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
584-1509 
Mr. William F. Law, Jr. 
President 
Cauble and Company 
1315 Peachtree St., 17., =400 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
888-9000 
Mr. Charles Loudermilk 
Chairman 
MARTA 
1100 Aaron Building 
3001 N. Fulton Drive, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30363 
231-0011 
Mr. William A. Mitchell 
Executive Vice President 
Carter & Associates, Inc. 
1275 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30367 
888-3000 
Mr. Chip Robert 
Chairman 
Robert & Company 
96 Poplar Street, NW 
Atlanta, GA 30335 
577-4000 
Dr. Jane Smith 
Director 
Inroads/Atlanta, Inc. 
100 Peachtree St., NW, #525 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
586-5045 
Mr. Walter Stuelpe 
Vice President 
APCOA, Inc. 
229 Peachtree St., Suite 2410 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
658-9234 
Mr. Samuel T. Wadsworth 
President 
United Parking, Inc. 
127 Peachtree St., NE 
Suite 600 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
658-9053 
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OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO GREATER PRIVATE SECTOR 
INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSPORTATION 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This study focused on identifying differences in attitudes and 
perceptions among private operators, lay citizens and business persons 
toward an expanded role for the private sector. A series of 
interviews were conducted with representatives from each of these 
groups in Atlanta, Georgia. 
Results support the hypothesis that there are significant 
perceptual and attitudinal differences. Identification of these made 
it possible to develop recommendations aimed at reducing barriers to 
private sector involvement. Moreover, the comparative analyses 
permits the development of policies that are more responsive to 
concerns of each of the three groups. Thus, it extends our ability to 
create a more conducive environment for private operators. 
vi. 
Section I 
OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO GREATER PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSPORTATION 
I. 	Introduction 
The purpose of this project is to examine differences in attitudes and 
interests held by lay citizens, the business community and private providers 
of transportation service in Atlanta, Georgia. Specifically to identify 
differences in their perceptions of barriers to an expanded role for the 
private sector. 
The project follows up the Downtown Bus Loop Study and attempts an 
analysis of views held by the three groups, some of whom were active 
participants. The Study recommended, as one alternative, that a private 
operator provide the proposed service. It became obvious during the conduct 
of activities that there were varying perceptions about barriers to the 
increased involvement of the private sector. A number of private 
providers/operators expressed hesitation about the prospect of bidding on such 
a contract should such an opportunity present itself. The identification of 
perceptual and institutional barriers and possible strategies for minimizing 
or removing them will facilitate private sector involvement. 
Much of the impetus for expansion of the role of the private sector is in 
response to the national need and interest. A primary motivation is the 
belief that substantial cost savings would result. There are any number of 
ways in which this may be accomplished. Initially, a private carrier could 
provide, through some form of contractual arrangement, services previously 
delivered by a public system. Alternatively, a private carrier could decide 
on which services it wanted to produce. The fundamental concern, however, is 
with reducing the cost of such services. In this context, it is important to 
examine the comparative costs of public and private providers of transit. 
These differences are significant and in Atlanta, the profitability of a 
downtown loop service provided by the private sector was documented. 
There has been a constant increase in transit cost over the last thirty 
years. During the same time period, we went from a situation where revenues 
exceeded cost to one in which revenues covered less than forty percent of 
operating expenses and none of capital expenditures. The few instances where 
transit services remained profitable were private operations. Because of the 
relatively few instances of private-sector participation, it is sometimes 
necessary to use information comparing the relative costs of providing public 
1 
transit service from a variety of sources. In some instances, private firms 
provide transit service in the same metropolitan areas as public ones; in 
others, ownership has changed from public to private. 
Table 1 presents data on the ratio of cost per vehicle-mile of providing 
bus service by private firm and public authority. The buses used are of the 
same size and other features, e.g., quality of seating, air condition, etc., 
are identical. As can be seen for the cities in the United States, private 
carrier costs are about half of public costs. Studies of costs in Australia 
and England reveal a similar pattern. Private costs typically range between 
fifty and sixty-five percent of public costs. Thus, estimates using costs of 
typical large regional public transit authorities may be high and, therefore, 
the range of profitability may be even greater than anticipated. 
Table 1 
Comparison of average costs per vehicle-mile of private and 
publicly-owned transit services in various nations. 
Location Service Type Year(s) 
Ratio of Private 
To Public Costs 
Australia(a) 
Melbourne Urban Bus 1970-77 .55-.58 
Other areas Urban Bus 1972-73 .50 - .65 
United Kingdom (b) 
Local Rural and 1977 .58 
Inter-Urban Bus 
United States 
Cleveland (c) Urban Bus 1982 .60 
Los Angeles (d) Peak-Period-Only 1982 .60 
New York City (e) 
(N.Y.) Suburbs Urban Bus 1980 .53 
a, Wallis (1980), p. 606. 
b. Turnbridge et.al., (1980), p. 6. 
c. Cox (1983a), p. 25. 
d. Southern California Association of Governments (1982). 
e. Calculated from data in Urban Mass Transportation Adm. (1982); see 
also Cox (1983b), p. 3. 
2 
Source: 	Morlok, E. K., and P. A. Viton (1983). 	"The Comparative Costs of 
Publicly-Provided and Privately-Provided Urban Mass Transit," 
University of Pennsylvania. 
Currently private firms are increasing their role in service provision. 
There are a number of examples and in some instances local governments have 
decided to contract with private firms for service provision in lieu of a 
public authority. 
II. Service Delivery Models for the Private Sector  
The inability of local areas to finance transportation improvements 
coupled with their hesitancy to do so have added impetus to the idea that the 
private sector should be increasingly involved in service delivery. Not 
surprisingly, the opportunity for such involvement presents itself in a 
variety of ways. These include: 
- Contracting with private operators for service delivery 
- Private provision of public transportation 
- Service delivery by volunteer organizations 
- Private operation of transit 
Contracting for services is a surprisingly widespread phenomenon. Recent 
evidence suggests as many as thirty-three percent contract for some portion of 
their transit service. 1 This arrangement permits the public arena to control 
services yet accrue the benefit of less cost. Guidelines for performance are 
outlined on a contractual basis and the private operator provides the service 
accordingly. In this way standards are determined by the public agency and it 
is possible to tailor them so they are compatible with other transit services 
offered by the agency. Additionally, it is possible to implement changes in a 
more efficient manner. The City of Atlanta contracts with various private 
operators to provide transportation for school children. One of the most 
valued options is the ability to withdraw a contract and get an immediate 
response when a contractor performed poorly. The following table lists places 
where contract service is in operation and describes these. 
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Table 2. Contract Services2 
Place 
	
Kind of Service 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Fairfax County, Virginia 
Carson, California 
Los Angeles County, 
California 
Dallas, Texas 
San Mateo County, 
California 
Santa Clarita Valley 
California 
San Diego, California 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Orange County, California 
Norfolk, Virginia 
Taxi company provides Sunday service 
Taxi company provides late night service 
Local transit service provided by a private 
operator 
Local transit service provided by a private 
operator 
Private operator provides commuter 
service 
Trailways provides commuter service 
Greyhound provides commuter service 
Peak period express service provided 
by a private operator 
Taxi provides feeder service to bus lines 
Taxi provides Sunday dial-a-ride service 
Dial-a-ride service for the public 
Shared-ride taxi service on a demand-responsive 
basis 
The private provision of public transportation services means these are 
offered on a profit-making basis. Consequently, they are not subsidized and 
tend to be more limited in scope. Boston, New York, Philadelphia and all 
states which have such service operating within their boundaries. One example 
of such service is the express bus service terminating in Manhattan, New York 
from outlying areas. Numerous private operators are involved. Evidence 
suggests these services exist where there is a long-haul trip with few stops; 
many trip destinations; and lines with high load factors so the bus runs with 
high occupancy. 
Service delivery by volunteer organizations fills a void at the community 
level primarily. Typically social service agencies such as churches provide 
transportation services for a client group. Although neighborhood 
4 
organizations may provide service for their particular areas. Often apartment 
complexes will operate such a service to shopping malls, schools, etc. These 
volunteer and neighborhood sponsored transportation services occur on a very 
small scale; are frequently demand responsive; and do not require high 
occupancy levels. 
The private operation of transit has occurred in response to a need for a 
greater sharing of responsibility between the public and private sector in 
regards to service delivery. In some instances the business community has 
shouldered full financial burden, particularly where it affects the economic 
development of an area. Transportation Management Organizations (TMO's) have 
been formed to assure the deliver of requisite services to members of the TMO. 
In other instances TMO's perform an advocacy or a management function. They 
are oriented to supporting the role of the private sector in transportation. 
In Kansas City, the Kansas City Trolley Corporation operates a shuttle service 
to downtown Kansas City. Other services operate in Sacramento, California and 
Dallas, Texas. TMO's have the capability of meeting a variety of needs. 
It 1.s fairly obvious that some level of involvement for the private 
sector has been attained. However, there is need to identify issues that 
stand in opposition to progress in this arena. The results of this study 
extend our capability to do this. 
1. Urban Mobility Corporation, Varieties of Private Sector Involvement 
in the Provision of Transit Service; available from the Atlanta Regional 
Commission, Atlanta, Georgia. 
2. These and other examples of contract service appear in Urban Mobility 
Corporation, Varieties of Private Sector Involvement in the Provision of 





IDENTIFYING BARRIERS TO PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 
I. 	Overview 
There is not a tremendous amount of data available on attitudes toward 
increased involvement of the private sector in the delivery of public 
transportation services. Even though the federal government has increased its 
support of the private sector there are still barriers to greater involvement. 
Some of these are institutional, others are perceptual, and still others serve 
to reduce the interest of the private sector in a large role. We examined 
each of these as they were identified by survey respondents. 
Project goals included but were not limited to the following: 
1 	To identify differences between the interests of private providers 
of transportation services, neighborhood citizen groups and business 
and commercial interests. 
2. To identify barriers to an expanded role for the private sector in 
improving transportation service delivery. 
3. To identify desired changes in the Atlanta area that would encourage 
a longer role for the private sector. 
4. To assess the commitment and interest of the private sector in an 
expanded role in providing urban mobility. 
5. To identify the attitudes of private sector operators toward the 
Public Service Commission (PSC) and its relationship with MARTA. 
6. To determine the view of the bu.siness community; private operators; 
and lay citizens toward the proposed Downtown Bus Loop System and 
Underground Atlanta. 
7. To identify the extent to which, if any, MARTA affects the actions 
of the private sector. 
Each of these goals was accomplished to some extent. The result is a data 
base that is informative in regards to each of the goals identified above. 
Results support the main hypothesis of the research. Differences do 
exist between perceptions of private sector operators, lay citizens and 
business persons as to the extent and nature of barriers to an increased role 
for the private sector in improving public mobility. This hypothesis was 
tested explicitly with an examination of such differences and their 
implication for change. 	The primary product of this study is the 
documentation of barriers to increased private sector involvement. 	Their 
identification assists in the specification of necessary changes if greater 
private sector participation is to be accomplished in Atlanta and at the 
national level. Moreover, it results in the ability to develop policies or 
strategies directed towards each of the three groups in ways that respond to , 
their particular beliefs, concerns or perceptions. 
II. Method of Approach 
Questionnaires were developed for three groups; the business community, 
private sector operators (providers), and lay citizens. These were structured 
to solicit information in: 
Attitudes and perceptions about the role of the private sector in 
providing public transportation service; and 
Attitudes and perceptions about the proposed Downtown Bus Loop 
System and Underground Atlanta. 
Questionnaires were designed so there are some common items that serve as a 
basis for comparison. Questions were developed based on issues that surfaced 
during the Bus Loop Study and on a review of literature on the role of the 
private sector. Once issues were identified they were divided into groups 
depending on whether they primarily related to the citizen, business person or 
private provider perspective. Each group of issues served as the basis for 
the development of each of the three sets of questionnaires which were 
subsequently field tested and revised (see Appendix A). 
Members of the research team responsible for interviewing were Dr. 
Catherine Ross and two Graduate Research Assistants (GRA's), Mr. Tom Buffkin 
and Ms. Susan Guffey. Dr. Michael Elliott assisted in preparation of the 
final report. The GRA's were trained in the art of interviewing over a two 
week time period. During this time they conducted mock interviews as a 
mechanism for improving interviewing skills. Approximately six interviews 
were conducted in the pilot study as a basis for revising questionnaires. 
Prior to telephone contact each person to be interviewed received a letter 
explaining the study purpose and a map of the proposed downtown system (see 
Appendix B). 
It was decided to use existing networks to identify persons to be 
interviewed. Twenty-seven citizens were interviewed either over the telephone 
or by completing and mailing the questionnaires back to Georgia Tech. Those 
citizens interviewed belong to the Atlanta Regional Commission's (ARC) 
Transportation Advisory Group (TAG) or are members of the City of Atlanta's 
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Neighborhood Planning Unit (NPU) structure. 
TAG is a citizen's task force that votes on all transportation projects 
approved by ARC. It has representatives from each of the seven counties. A 
presentation on the study was made to the TAG; questionnaires were distributed 
to them and they were directed to mail them back in a postage-paid envelope. 
Those who did not mail them back were interviewed over the telephone. NPU's 
are the citizen participation structure for the City of Atlanta. These 
citizens were interviewed over the telephone as well. Approximately sixty-
seven percent (twenty-seven) of the forty citizens comprising both groups were 
interviewed. 
Twelve business persons were interviewed. This is approximately seventy 
percent of the seventeen persons identified. Business persons were 
identified/selected because they met the following two criteria: 
The Vice President of CAP identified the individual as someone 
having knowledge, insight and concern for transportation service 
delivery. 
Membership on the Transportation and Infrastructure Task Force for 
the ongoing Central Area Study of downtown Atlanta. This study is 
being conducted by CAP. 
These persons were interviewed over the telephone by the principal 
investigator. 
Lastly, twenty-four private operators were interviewed. 	These were 
selected because they operate their companies in the metro area and have 
indicated interest in providing service through their participation in the 
Private Providers Task Force (PPTF). This organization is comprised of 
private sector operators in the Atlanta area. 
The research involved the completion of eleven tasks. These include: 
- Task 0: Conduct Administrative Activities 
- Task 1: Questionnaire Development 
- Task 2: Pre-Test Questionnaires 
- Task 3: Revise Questionnaire 
- Task 5: Construct Population to be Interviewed 
- Task 6: Determine who in Population to Interview 
- Task 7: Train Interviewers 
- Task 8: Conduct Interviews 
- Task 4: Assess results of Transit Initiatives Study 
8 
- Task 9: Code Information and Analyze 
- Task 10: Preparation of Progress Reports 
- Task 11: Preparation of Draft and Final Report 
Task four focuses on assessing the data output of the Transit Initiatives 
Study. Another product of the study was the formation of a Private Provider's 
Task Force (PPTF) established for the Atlanta area in 1986. 
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Section III 
TRANSPORTATION CAPABILITY OF PRIVATE PROVIDERS 
I. 	Status of the Private Sector  
The Atlanta area is extremely active in the amount of attention paid to issues 
concerning private operators and their role in service delivery. One 
indication of this is a study commissioned by the Atlanta Regional Commission 
(ARC) in January, 1986. ARC is the local Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Atlanta metropolitan region. In accordance with the October 22, 
1984 policy directive issued by UMTA calling for private enterprise 
participation in the planning and provision of local transit services, ARC had 
responsibility for the development of implementation procedures. This was to 
be accomplished through coordination with public and private transit 
providers. Moreover, such procedures would involve: 
A. Consultation with private providers in the local planning process; 
B. A platform for discussion of complaints; and 
C. Involvement of private enterprise in new or restructured service proposed 
by local public transit operators. 
In order to develop process and procedures for assuring private sector 
involvement, ARC began the year long "Private Sector Transit Initiatives" 
study and employed a nationally known firm with extensive experience in 
private sector involvement in transportation. Fortunately, this study was 
conducted within a time frame that permitted us at Georgia Tech to benefit 
from its products. One of which was an examination of private sector activity 
and characteristics. This information is contained in a data base on private 
operators for the Atlanta area developed by ARC. Therefore, it was possible 
to extract information for approximately ninety-two percent of the 
firms/private operators we surveyed. The information is contained in this 
section and identifies both the capability and characteristics of the firms. 
The availability of this information greatly enhances the results of our study 
of barriers to expanded private sector involvement. 
II. Profile of Private Providers  
The operators primarily perform charter services followed by management 
services, taxi, fixed route and commuter service. The following table 
identifies the number and kinds of transit vehicles they own. 
10 
Total 
Table 3. 	Number of Transit Vehicles Owned 
Percent of Total 	Average 	Maximum Minimum 
Bus 120 4.8 6 63 0 
Van 1779 72.0 89 1750 0 
Taxi 521 21.0 26 181 0 
Other 52 2.2 3 12 0 
2,472 100.0 
The twenty-two companies own a total of 2,472 vehicles. 	Vans constitute 
approximately seventy-two percent of the total. 	Twenty-one percent are 
taxies, approximately five percent are buses and two percent other. 
Collective seating capacity is one measure of the combined capability of 
the operators. Table 4 contains information on seating capacity. 
Table 4. Seating Capacity 
	
Total 	 Percent of Total  
Bus 	 4,716 14.7 
Van 24,380 	 76.3 
Taxi 	 2,514 7.9 
Other 301 	 .1 
31,911 99.0 
May not total 100% due to rounding. 
Vans constitute the majority of seating capacity, seventy-six percent. 
Followed by buses at approximately fifteen percent and taxi at almost eight 
percent. The other category which might include limousines, left-equipped 
vehicles, etc., constitutes only one percent of the available seating 
capacity. It is clear that the private sector has extensive capability to 
meet the transportation needs of the urban area. 
All of the companies/operators have air-conditioned vehicles. Ninety-
nine percent of all vehicles are air-conditioned. While eighteen percent of 
operators have lift-equipped vehicles in operation, eighty-two percent do not. 
The average age 'of the vehicles used is just under five years, while the 
oldest vehicle in use is fourteen years and the newest is one year. 
On the average operators provide twenty-three hours of service each 
weekday, most operating on a twenty-four hour basis. Approximately eighteen 
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hours of service is provided on Saturdays and Sundays. When queried about the 
number of passengers carried in FY 1985, only sixty-two percent of operators 
were willing to respond. In total, this group carried 6,658,438 passengers. 
The experience here is consistent with that in other urban areas, which 
suggests private operators will not divulge information they fear may reduce 
their competitiveness. Only forty-eight percent of operators responded when 
asked about the type of certificate they hold. Of the total number of 
certificates held, twenty-three percent are Public Service Commission fixed 
route (Class AF); thirty-eight percent are Public Service Commission Charter 
(Class B); three percent are Interstate Commerce Commission fixed route (Class 
G Permit) and thirty-six percent are Interstate Commerce Commission Charter 
(Class G Permit). 
Only sixty-two percent of operators would identify the extent to which, 
if any, they were involved in the provision of contract service. Of these, 
seventy-one percent are presently performing private contract service and 
twenty-nine percent are performing public contract service. Currently, they 
provide vanpool services, paratransit, shuttle, charter, fixed-route, demand-
responsive, tours and package delivery. Seventy percent of the operators have 
contracted previously with a public agency or private agency, while thirty 
percent have not. 
Collectively, operators employ 1086 full-time people. Of this number, 
seventy-nine percent are drivers; three percent are mechanics; nine percent 
are in management; and nine percent are in the other category. Ninety percent 
have a preventive maintenance program while ten percent do not. 
When asked if they would be interested in contracting to provide public 
transportation services, seventy-six percent indicated they would be 
interested, while four percent would not. Twenty-three percent indicated they 
might be interested in contracting. Approximately fifty percent indicated 
they would purchase new equipment, while fifty percent indicated they would 
1..se equipment in order to submit a bid. When asked, seventy-one percent of 
operators indicated they would be willing to coordinate and cooperate with 
government agencies in planning and providing service, while five percent 
would not. Twenty-four percent indicated they might be willing. 
The private operators were asked a number of open-ended questions aimed 
at identifying attitudinal or perceptual problems that might influence their 
willingness to broaden their participation in public transportation service 
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delivery. When asked what concerns they might have about participating, a 
recurring issue was the question of how regulated the service might be. Other 
issues were length of time between service provision and payment for service; , 
inability to increase profit margin on specified services; lack of 
communication with public sector agencies; and the general question of 
profitability. Concerns about contract operations included: 
amount of control the service provider would have 
fare collections 
number of requirements to submit a successful bid 
length of time required in contract 
would vehicles be provided. 
General comments included concerns about: 	the establishment of an 
undesirable low bid procedure; limit on competition from MARTA; faulty or no 
communications network; provision of taxi stands at the rail stations; contact 
prior to releasing a request for bid; involvement in planning process of 
public agencies and commitment to a fair and open process. 
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Section IV 
Institutional and Perceptual Barriers 
I. Overview 
This section seeks to describe institutional and perceptual barriers to 
greater private sector involvement in transportation. Three types of barriers 
are explored: 
- barriers based on perceptions about the desirability and quality of 
private sector service delivery; 
- barriers that are institutionalized in regulations, patterns of 
information flow, and organizational relationships; and 
- barriers that reduce incentives for private sector involvement in mass 
transportation provision. 
For each type of barrier, we shall explore the perceptions and attitudes of 
private sector operators, citizen respondents and business leaders. The 
surveys of these three groups provide extensive information on these 
perceptions and attitudes, and will be described in detail. Such data is all 
too often difficult to obtain. Therefore these findings provide a rare 
opportunity to examine and learn from the providers and users of private 
sector mass transit services. 
II. The Desirability and Quality of Private Sector Service  
Perceptions about the desirability and quality of private sector service 
help determine the feasibility of such service. By predisposing consumers of 
transit service to either promote or resist new private sector services, these 
perceptions help shape the political and institutional context of transit 
provision. In this section, we examine these attitudes and perceptions from 
the perspectives of citizens, business leaders and private transit operators. 
The number of each question and the questionnaire on which it is located is 
identified in a note preceding its discussion. 
What is meant by the term "private transportation provider?" Note: Citl 
and Busl 
Each business and citizen respondent was asked to explain his or her 
perceptions about what constitutes a private transportation provider. They 
responded with a wide variety of definitions. Some of the respondents (39 
percent of business leaders and 15 percent of citizens) defined private 
transportation provision rather traditionally as taxi and limousine services. 
The remaining correspondents recognized a wider range of potential services, 
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including interstate and local buses, vans and carpools, specialty 
transportation systems and even school buses. The most common element of 
these definitions was that private transportation providers are independent 
contractors and profit oriented companies. 
Is the provision of public transportation by private operators desirable?  
Note: Cit2, Bus2, Prov5,6 
The attitudes of private providers, citizens and business leaders differs 
significantly over this question. Interestingly, while as many as 42 percent 
of private providers felt unsure about the possibility of delivering public 
transportation services on a profit making basis, all agreed that private 
operators ought to provide such service. On the other hand, while 60 percent 
of business leaders believed that privitization was desirable, at least as 
part of a larger public transportation network,'40 percent of the respondents 
believed that transportation privitization was undesirable. Reasons cited 
focused on the context of public transit (e.g., the political workability of 
such a program or the need to protect MARTA from competition). Finally, only 
48 percent of citizens believed that it was desirable to have private 
operators provide public transit services. Even this support was frequently 
conditioned. For various individuals, privitization is desirable if it is 
complementary to public service, if it does not undercut public services by 
skimming premium service areas, and if it does not neglect specific racial or 
economic groups of riders. With 30 percent of citizens opposed to 
privitization and 22 percent uncertain, overall support for privitization is 
positive but cautious. 
There appears then to be mixed support for the notion that private 
operators should be involved in service delivery. Strong support by providers 
is tempered by a concern over profitability. Moderately strong support by 
business leaders is tempered by concern about the overall workability of such 
a service delivery system. Moderate support by citizens is tempered by a wide 
range of concerns about the social and economic impact of privitization. 
What kinds of services should be provided by the private sector? Note: 
Cit4,5 Bus3 
To clarify the types of distinction being made by business leaders and 
citizens as to the desirability of privitization, we asked both groups to 
elaborate on the kinds of services they felt should or could be provided by 
the private sector. Citizens and business leaders generally felt that private 
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operators should provide those services that the public system could not or 
would not provide. Only 19 percent of citizens and 20 percent of business 
leaders explicitly stated that operators should provide services that compete 
with the public system if they could do so more efficiently. With 22 percent 
of citizens and 30 percent of business leaders restricting their answers to 
the conservative suggestions of limousine and taxi service and 13 percent of 
citizens opposed to any form of private provision, the remaining 46 percent of 
citizens and 50 percent of business executives believed that private companies 
should provide service only in specialized conditions. 
Those citizens who felt that private provision of transportation services 
should be conditional were asked to explore more fully the special situations 
in which private providers would be preferable to public providers of 
transportation. Primarily, citizen preference included situations in which 
public transit underserved an area because; 
public funds were unavailable (16 percent), 
the routes were specialized, such as the Downtown Loop, shuttles between 
hotels and shopping areas or service to low density areas (23 percent), 
or 
speCial categories of passengers such as the handicapped and elderly 
could be better served by private systems (10 percent). 
Do public or private providers generate more bureaucracy?  NOTE: Busil 
Cit15 
Both business leaders and citizens (91 percent and 85 percent respectively) 
agree that public providers involve more bureaucracy than do private 
providers. Only 4 percent of citizens felt that private operations involve 
more bureaucracy, with the remaining respondents indicating uncertainty or no 
difference between the two types of operators. 
Can private operators provide service levels comparable to MARTA's? Can 
they provide service levels that are at least adequate?  Note: 
Cit6,7,13,14 Bus4,7,10 Priv8 
Perhaps surprisingly, eighty-four percent of private providers thought private 
operators could provide service levels comparable to MARTA's. Only eight 
percent felt they could not, while eight percent were uncertain. 
In a somewhat similar direction, 64 percent of business leaders felt that 
private companies could adequately provide public transportation (with a 
similar 62 percent believing this level would be comparable to MARTA's service 
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level). The remaining 36 percent believed that private providers could not 
provide adequate service. 
From the citizen perspective, the question was more complex. 	For 
citizens, service levels are dependent on whether private providers could 
provide adequate service, whether they are responsible enough to do so, and 
whether the resulting service would be more or less flexible. Forty-four 
percent of the respondents believed that private operators could adequately 
provide public transportation, with 23 percent uncertain and 33 percent 
believing they could not. When compared to the service level currently 
offered by MARTA, however, only 37 percent felt that private providers could 
provide a similar level of service, with 7 percent feeling they might be able 
to provide comparable service and 52 percent believing they could not. 
A majority of citizens (52 percent) believed that private providers would 
act as responsibly as public providers. Nineteen percent believed that they 
would be less responsible, primarily because of profit motivations but also 
because of the potential for labor problems and favoritism in contract 
selection. The remaining respondents generally specified either that some 
private operators were responsible while others were not, or that private and 
public providers were responsible to different constituencies (i.e., to 
government or to shareholders of the corporation). Finally, over half of 
citizens surveyed stated that they thought public operators would provide more 
flexible service than private operators. The remainder believed that they 
would be equally flexible (7 percent), that private operators would be more 
flexible (26 percent) or that they were uncertain. 
From a citizen perspective, what are the problems associated with private  
provision of public transportation services? Cit9 
The citizen respondents saw a variety of problem with privately provided 
transportation. The most common problems mentioned were associated with 
service quality, pricing and routing: 
- small profit margins lead to reductions in equipment investments and 
operating expenses which in turn reduces service quality (24 percent), 
- the need to promote profitability leads to high fares, 
- competition for the best routes (both between different private providers 
and with MARTA) reduces the profitability of these routes, forces private 
providers to attempt to skim off only the best routes and leads to 
unequal treatment of different races and economic classes (21 percent), 
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- insurance and safety factors (9 percent), and 
- lack of constituency control over the system (3 percent). 
Many of these problems around pricing, scheduling and routing are particularly 
problematic to the large proportion of public transit riders who are moderate 
and low income people. 
What is the interrelationship between MARTA and private providers of 
transit services? 	Does the existence of MARTA have a positive or 
negative impact on private providers? Would an expanded role in mass 
transit for private operators lead to cuts in public transit funding? 
NOTE: Cit12 Priv10 
Little consensus exists among private providers as to the impact of MARTA on 
their business. Twenty-eight percent thought MARTA had a negative impact 
while 16 percent thought it had a positive impact. Approximately 28 percent 
felt the impact was partially positive and partially negative. The final 28 
percent indicated they did not know. In general, the private providers had 
little information and knowledge about MARTA and its operations, and hence had 
difficulty assessing its impact on their business. This situation should be 
remedied and probably can occur through existing structures including the 
Private Provider's Task Force. 
On the other side of the question, most citizens (52%) did not fear cuts 
in public transit funding if private operators provided more transportation 
services. Some of these respondents felt that the cuts might be made, but 
that the impact would not be important. One-third of the citizens did fear 
such cuts and the remainder were uncertain. 
Conclusions  
The survey, then, suggests a variety of attitudes and perceptions about 
the desirability and workability of private transit services. As expected, 
private operators believe that an expanded role for private transit services 
is desirable and that service levels provided by private providers will be 
comparable to those provided by MARTA. Business respondents were somewhat 
supportive of this position, although not without some reservations and 
skepticism. Specifically, business respondents generally felt that the 
private provision of transit services should occur primarily in service 
sectors underserved by the public transit system. Furthermore, over a third 
doubted that private providers could provide adequate service comparable to 
MARTAs. 
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Of the three groups, citizens exhibited the strongest skepticism as to 
the desirability and workability of a transit system increasingly provided by 
private operators. Less than half of the citizens believed that it was 
desirable to have private operators provide public transit services. 
Primarily, citizens are concerned that private providers cannot afford to 
provide the range of services currently offered by MARTA. Private providers 
are likely to use profitability criteria as a rationale for servicing only the 
most profitable areas. Service to other areas would therefore either be 
reduced or MARTA would increasingly tend to service only these unprofitable 
areas. Therefore, inasmuch as private operators provide transit services, 
most citizens believe they should service only areas currently underserved by 
MARTA. Furthermore, even in these areas, less than half of citizen 
respondents believed that private sector service provision would be adequate 
and only a third believed it would provide services comparable with MARTA. 
The current arrangements for providing transit services primarily through 
public providers appears to be generally supported by citizens, who exhibit 
little desire for change. The group with the strongest motivation to increase 
the role of private operators appears to be the operators themselves, with 
business respondents generally supportive of a limited increase in their role. 
If the private sector role in transit service provision is to be increased 
substantially, the operators and businesses must be motivated to act more 
decisively and citizen attitudes will need to become more supportive. 
III. General Institutional Barriers  
Another major objective was to determine what barriers to private sector 
involvement in transit had been institutionalized. Such institutional 
barriers are particularly important in that they directly inhibit an 
increasingly active private sector.. Private operators, business leaders and 
citizens were each asked to identify and comment on the barriers they 
perceived, the impact of MARTA on private operations, the need for regulation, 
the role of the Public Service Commission, and various other aspects of 
private sector transit provision. 
What conditions currently exist that decrease the opportunities for  
private operator provision of public transit services? note: Privl4 Cit3 
Bus6 
In order of importance, the following issues were raised by private operators 
as issues that reduce the possibility of their company providing additional 
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public transit services: 
- the impact of heavy regulation (20 percent) 
- the lack of equipment (20 percent) 
- the difficulties of financing and funding new equipment (19 percent) 
- insufficient profit margin to expand operations (19 percent) 
- too few opportunities for competitive bidding (19 percent) 
- delays in being paid for contracted services (8 percent) 
- high insurance costs (8 percent) 
Other issues included: competition from MARTA, cost of equipment, government 
intrusion with regulations, authority from the Public Service Commission, and 
need for a temporary office or shop in Atlanta. 
These concerns make clear a number of issues that warrant consideration 
if an expanded role for the private sector is to be accomplished. Solutions 
to concerns about equipment may be resolved through one or more operators 
jointly bidding on a project. Streamlining requirements and assisting 
operators in better understanding and adhering to regulations would be of 
immense benefit. Information on the bidding process, payment, profit margin, 
sources of and mechanisms for securing financing, etc. are appropriate issues 
to be addressed both nationally and locally. 
From the citizen perspective, private transit operators do not provide 
more public transportation services largely because they cannot financially 
compete with MARTA. The most frequently cited issues are as follows: 
- both the capital budget for initial investments and the operating budget 
for providing public transit are too high to finance without public 
subsidies (47 percent) 
- MARTA dominates the system both because of its sheer size and because it 
captures the best routes and consequently private providers can find few 
profitable niches within which to operate (24 percent) 
- government regulation of the system prevents entry (9 percent) 
- high insurance costs (6 percent) 
Business leaders generally agree with the citizen analysis, but more 
specifically cite particular financial and scheduling problems: 
- the tension between having to make a profit and the high cost of service 
provision means that private operators are too small to provide proper 
service (must reduce operating costs) except in a few highly profitable 
sectors (55 percent) 
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- private providers lack the capital and subsidies available to public 
systems (36 percent) 
- scheduling conflicts and duplication of services reduces the efficiency , 
of private provider operations (18 percent) 
- regulation is too stringent (9 percent) 
- regulation is not stringent enough (9 percent) 
What is the single biggest problem for private providers? note: Privl7 
When asked what is the single biggest problem, twenty-three percent of private 
operators cited the cost of insurance and another twenty-three percent cited 
financing and cash flow problems. 	Ten percent cited the availability of 
skilled labor and another ten percent said minimum fare regulations. Other 
major problems included: 	not enough equipment, mechanical upkeep, 
insufficient patronage, and charter service competing with unregulated 
(illegally) operating carriers. 
Do you, as a private provider, feel MARTA has an advantage private  
operators can't compete with? If so, how should this be changed? note: 
Priv9 
To further explore the impediments to the entry of private operators into the 
mass transit market, we asked operators to specify MARTA's competitive 
advantages. Virtually all of the respondents (96 percent) felt that MARTA has 
an advantage against which private operators can not compete. Most of this 
advantage was associated with the subsidies available to MARTA for both 
capital and operating expenses. In the absence of matching funds available to 
private operators, MARTA can underprice private operators on line hauls as 
well as on charter business. 
When asked how this could be changed, fifty-five percent suggested 
removing subsidies to MARTA. Other suggestions were to provide subsidies to 
private operators, to change rules and regulations, to put services out to 
bid, and to permit taxies to transport passengers to rail stations during 
times when ridership was extremely low. 
Should the government regulate private providers? note: Citll Bus9 
Two-thirds of citizens and 92 percent of business leaders believed that the 
government needed to regulate private providers. 
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PREFERENCE citizens leaders 
some form of regulation 
complete regulation 	 15% 	 0% 
moderate regulation 37% 75% 
minimal regulation 	 15% 	 17% 
no regulation 	 30% 0% 
uncertain 	 3% 	 8% 
Thus, while business leaders show a high degree of consistency in their 
preference for a moderate regulatory system, citizen preferences are far 
ranging and diverse. 
Do you think the Public Service Commission (PSC) is a positive or  
negative influence on privately provided transportation services? Are  
you aware that MARTA has a relationship with the Public Service  
Commission? If yes, what kind of relationship does it have?  note: 
Priv11,12 
The role of the PSC in regulating transit services is unclear to most private 
operators. Thirty-six percent felt the influence of the PSC on privately 
provided transportation services was positive while an equal amount said they 
did not know. Twenty-eight percent felt PSC's influence was negative. The 
majority of private operators (60 percent) were aware that MARTA has a 
relationship with the Public Service Commission. Forty-six percent did not 
know what kind of a relationship MARTA had with the PSC while the remainder, 
54 percent, thought it enjoyed good relations and was favored and protected by 
the PSC. 
This ambiguity in the relationship between MARTA and the PSC is 
potentially detrimental to attempts to increase private sector involvement in 
public transit. Both private operators as well as MARTA employees should 
understand more fully the role of the PSC and its relationship with MARTA. 
What is the best way to notify you about contracts? note: Priv15 
Seventy-two percent of the private operator respondents said contacting them 
by mail was the best way to notify them about contracts, while seventeen 
percent said telephoning would be best. Advertising through trade journals 
was another response. 
Do you think private providers and business interests should meet to  
discuss transportation needs? note: Priv18 
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The majority of respondents, eighty-five percent, felt there should be 
meetings to discuss transportation needs. Eight percent said no and eight 
percent were unsure. Clearly, the majority of respondents see the need for 
collaborative efforts to solve transportation problems. 
Conclusions  
Institutionalized barriers to private sector transit provision are 
numerous and diverse. Primarily, the most important barriers are based in 
economics of public transportation. With large subsidies provided to MARTA, 
private providers can currently compete only by specializing in particular 
submarkets currently underserved by MARTA. Secondarily, regulations are seen 
as an important barrier to private sector involvement, but no consensus exists 
between operators, businesses and citizens as to whether regulations should be 
reduced. 
One of the primary issues to surface in the conduct of the Downtown Bus 
Loop Study was the concern on the part of private operators that they could 
not compete with MARTA. Much of this fear is attributable to a complete lack 
of dialogue and the view that there is always a competitive reality that 
precludes joint effort or any positive interaction that would increase the 
transportation capability of the Atlanta region. One partial solution is the 
establishment of a private operators' organization responsible for the 
dissemination of information to its membership. In addition, MARTA is 
currently required to involve private operators. According to Sections 3(e) 
and 8(e) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, federal financial 
assistance is predicated on the fact that local transportation programs "shall 
encourage to the maximum extent feasible the participation of private 
enterprise." This was strengthened in the Surface Transportation Act of 1983 
and more recently UMTA has announced it will give priority consideration in 
its discretionary grant awards to applicants "who demonstrate their commitment 
to competitive bidding and private sector involvement." Documentation of such 
effort is required. Adherence to these requirements will facilitate 
interaction. 
In the summer of 1986 a Private Provider's Task Force (PPTF) was 
established for the Atlanta region. The purpose of which was to facilitate 
communication between UMTA recipients and the private sector. An organization 
such as this can perform a variety of functions aimed at increasing 
interaction between providers in the region. 
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IV. Incentives and Disincentives to Private Sector Involvement  
In order to explore the potential for increasing private sector provision 
of transit services, we explored the impact of various incentives and 
disincentives to their involvement. Issues such as profitability and the 
subsidization of private service provision are fundamental, since one or the 
other condition are a prerequisite to expansion of private operations. Other 
incentives were also explored, including incentives designed to assure high 
quality service provision. 
Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a profitable  
operation? Do you think private operators would cost more for the same  
service? Priv5 Cit8,10 Bus5,7 
Three-fourths of all citizen and business respondents believe that public 
transportation can be profitable, at least in selective situations. 
Profitability was described as being very dependent on good management and on 
providing service to people willing to pay the price (e.g., high income areas 
and specialty routes). Fifteen percent of citizens doubted that it could be 
profitable under any condition. 
Citizens (70 percent) also felt that attempts to increase the provision 
of privately operated public transportation would lead to an increase in costs 
to the consumer, compared to 15 percent who felt costs would not increase. 
Business leaders, on the other hand, were split fairly evenly on whether costs 
would increase, with 50 percent believing they would and 40 percent believing 
they would not. The elimination of subsidies and the profit motivation of 
private providers were cited as the most common explanations. Several 
respondents, particularly from the business community, thought that total 
costs of the system would decrease but that transit users would end up paying 
more because of elimination of subsidies. 
By comparison, only 58 percent of the private providers thought public 
transportation could be a profitable operation. Twenty-nine percent thought 
it could not be profitable while thirteen percent were uncertain. Current 
rate structures, levels of management, capital costs, contract types and 
regulations were all cited as problems associated with profitability. 
In an effort to expand the role of the private sector in public 
transportation service delivery, it is critical that operators feel such an 
operation can be profitable. Thus, there is need to alter this perception. 
Should transportation services be subsidized? note: Privl3 Cit23,24 Bus8 
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Of the three groups of respondents, business leaders most clearly supported 
the notion of subsidizing transportation services, with 85 percent supporting 
subsidies and 15 percent opposed. Comments suggest that business leaders 
believe subsidies are essential to a functioning transit system, and that the 
subsidization of private systems would provide benefits such as greater 
efficiency in the transit system or increased flexibility. 
Citizen respondents also supported subsidies, but many restricted such 
subsidies to public providers. While 85 percent of respondents thought that 
transportation services should be subsidized, only 48 percent felt that 
private transportation should be subsidized. Thirty percent of the citizens 
surveyed felt that private operations should not be subsidized, while 15 
percent conditioned their support of subsidies to special circumstances such 
as the importance of the service to the community, the profitability of the 
private operation, and the provision of services that substitute for public 
services. 
Private operators were the most ambivalent about the provision of 
subsidies to private operators. Forty-eight percent of private operators 
thought private transportation service delivery should be subsidized while 
forty-four percent felt it should not. Approximately eight percent were 
unsure. Generally, these respondents linked subsidies to the provision of 
services for public purposes. Thus, subsidies to promote services in 
unprofitable areas and to special need clients or possibly to capitalize a new 
company with equipment were seen as potentially legitimate public functions by 
0 	 some respondents. 
What can or should be done to encourage private operators to provide  
transportation services in the Atlanta area? Priv7 Cit16 Bus12 
Twenty-six percent of the private operators responded that profitability and 
0- 	 the assurance of a profit-making endeavor would encourage them. This once 
again underlines a concern for the profitability issue. 	Approximately 
nineteen percent stated a bidding process about which they were well informed 
would encourage their participation. Other incentives identified were: 
getting MARTA out of the business, reducing regulations, opening 
communications, providing subsidies, no ceiling on fares, getting MARTA out of 
the charter business, having contracts include money for administrative costs, 
and making the process for receiving work easier. 
The citizen respondents gave various suggestions as to how to encourage 
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private operators to provide transportation services in the Atlanta area. The 
most common suggestion was to reduce or eliminate competition from the public 
sector, namely MARTA (18 percent). Other possibilities that the respondents , 
often mentioned include giving private operators tax breaks and other 
financial incentives, or giving them public support, cooperation from other 
businesses and official recognition from city leaders. It may also be 
necessary to better explain opportunities for profitable service contracts to 
the private operators. 	Some respondents suggested providing funding or 
subsidies to these operators. 	It is interesting to note that while some 
respondents suggested heavier regulations for private operators to encourage 
them to provide public transportation, other preferred to ease regulations 
such as licensing. Finally, several respondents (15 percent) felt that such 
services should not be encouraged at all. 
The business respondents focused more specifically on economic incentives 
to private operations. Ninety-one percent of respondents felt that some form 
of subsidies, tax breaks or equipment grants would be necessary. Many also 
made suggestions concerning coordinating private services with MARTA and other 
private providers, increasing opportunities for new contract and bid work that 
will help stabilize demand, and the development of services geared for 
tourists and conventions. 
How could we motivate private operators to provide quality services?  
note: Bus13 Cit17 
Most commonly, citizens suggested using regulation to motivate private 
providers to provide quality service. Twenty-nine percent of respondents 
promoted the idea of establishing and enforcing more stringent standards. 
Respondents often coupled suggestions for regulation with suggestions for 
funding to private operators or penalties for violation. Twenty-six percent 
suggested that quality service could be promoted through increasing the 
profitability of such service through direct government support (e.g., tax 
incentives), while an additional 33 percent favored the provision of 
government support services (e.g., marketing studies, route coordination, and 
training). Finally, 10 percent believed that the free market system would 
take care of the problem and that no government intervention was necessary. 
Almost two-thirds of business leaders, on the other hand, supported the 
use of contracts to set and enforce quality standards. The remaining third 
split evenly between using subsidies as positive incentives and using 
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regulations as negative incentives. 
What one item keeps private providers from competing for contracts?  
note: Priv16 
Twenty-four percent of private operators cited lack of equipment as the 
primary reason. Twenty-one percent said government regulations such as overly 
stringent qualifications or standards created the dominant disincentive. 
Fifteen percent cited not being aware of contracts or lack of opportunity to 
bid for contracts. Nine percent identified lack of capital/financing, and 
another nine percent cited delay in payment. Other items included: cost of 
insurance, difficulty in understanding contract document, and length of 
contract. 
Conclusions  
If private sector involvement in transit services is to be increased, the 
basic issue of profitability must be resolved. Given the significant 
subsidies currently provided to the public transit system for both capital and 
operating costs, citizens, businesses and operators all raise doubts as to the 
profitability of most public transit system services in the absence of 
subsidies. At the same time, opposition to the direct subsidization of the 
private sector was exhibited by both operators and citizens. The most viable 
alternative therefore is to design service lines that are protected from 
competition (especially from MARTA) and which have sufficiently intense 
service demands to ensure profitability. This, however, was generally opposed 
by citizens and to some extent by businesses because it skims off the 
profitable lines from MARTA, leaving MARTA with only the most difficult to 
service lines and thereby weakening MARTA. None-the-less, it remains possible 
to improve parts of the service delivery system, especially to improve 
contracting and bidding systems, to coordinate various service providers and 
to reevaluate regulations. 
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Section V 
Opportunities for Expanding the Role of the Private Sector: 
The Downtown Bus Loop System and Underground Atlanta 
The provision of a downtown loop service was the subject of a study conducted 
in 1985. One alternative was to have the private sector provide the service. 
4  In this context, contacts were made with private providers and it became even 
more apparent that there were issues/barriers which significantly affected 
their enthusiasm for such an opportunity. This occurrence gave great impetus 
to an interest in studying barriers to private sector service provision. Here 
the Downtown Bus Loop Study is discussed as one example of opportunities for 
the private sector. 
Underground Atlanta is a tourist attraction currently undergoing 
redevelopment in Atlanta, Georgia. This renovation has as one of its 
requirements the provision of bus service to operate between Underground and 
the hotel district. There appears to be opportunity for the private sector to 
provide services that meet the need of both downtown and Underground. This 
section contains results for those questions that focused on the Downtown Bus 
Loop System and Underground Atlanta. 
I. The Downtown Bus System Study 
Central Atlanta Progress, Inc. (CAP) was a subgrantee to the Atlanta 
Regional Commission (ARC) to administer an Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration (UMTA) Grant. CAP is a private non-profit organization funded 
by various businesses having an interest in facilitating the economic well-
being of the Central Business District (CBD), while ARC is the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) for the Atlanta region. CAP oversaw the conduct 
of the Downtown Bus Loop System Study which focused on determining the 
feasibility of a downtown bus system. 
The proposed bus system was to serve: the hotel district, the Georgia 
World Congress Center, and Underground Atlanta. The primary concern is 
meeting the needs of conventioneers and tourists by providing them a somewhat 
unique transit service. MARTA does not, according to the developer of 
Underground, adequately address the intra-urban travel demands associated with 
the Underground Atlanta project. Additionally, the service is to be 
sufficiently flexible that it would also serve the downtown work force and 
fringe CBD parking facilities. 
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A basic two route system is recommended. The principal route is proposed 
to operate along Peachtree Street between Underground and the hotel district. 
A secondary route would generally operate along International Boulevard 
linking the hotel district and the Georgia World Congress Center. Two 
management options were recommended. The preference is for MARTA to provide 
the service while the second is for a private company with an overview 
function provided by the City of Atlanta or MARTA. Thus far, no decision on 
who will provide the service has been made. 
II. Underground Atlanta 
The proposed Underground Atlanta project is being undertaken by the Rouse 
Corporation and typifies many other retail/entertainment projects they have 
done, e.g., Fanueil Hall, Harborplace, and the Southside Seaport). It will 
encompass five city blocks in the downtown area with 220,000 square feet 
dedicated to retail activities while approximately 76,000 square feet will be 
office space. The success of the Underground Atlanta revitalization effort is 
linked to the need for an effective public transportation system linking 
Underground with the World Congress Center and the hotel district. 
III. Responses to Questions on Underground Atlanta and the Bus Loop System 
Is there a need for good bus service to Underground Atlanta? note: Cit18 
Bus14 
A majority of both citizen and business respondents (70 and 85 percent 
respectively) believed that a good bus service to Underground Atlanta will be 
needed when that project is opened in 1988. Nineteen percent of citizens and 
15 percent of businesses did not think such a service is necessary, with the 
remaining 11 percent of citizens being uncertain. 
Would the downtown bus loot) be beneficial to the downtown area? To  
individual businesses? note: Bus17,18 
r 
	Over two-thirds of business respondents (69 percent) felt that the loop would 
be beneficial to the downtown area, with 31 percent doubting its benefits. At 
the same time, only 38 percent of these respondents felt that the loop would 
directly benefit their own business. 
Is it necessary for business to be involved in transit planning for the  
downtown area? Would you (as a business owner) consider subsidizing  
transit service if it gave Your customers excellent accessibility to Your  
business operation? note: Bus19,20 
The vast majority of business respondents (92 percent) felt that businesses 
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should be directly involved in transit planning for the downtown area. Fifty-
eight percent would consider subsidizing such service, with 33 percent 
indicating they would not and 8 percent were uncertain. 
If the proposed downtown bus loop service were to be established, do you  
Prefer MARTA or a private operator to provide the service? note: Cit19 
Bus15,16 
Preferences for a public or private operator for bus service to Underground 
Atlanta were evenly divided among citizens. Thirty-three percent prefer a 
private company, 37 percent prefer a public agency (MARTA) and the remainder 
expressed no preference. Business preferences were even weaker, with 75 
percent expressing no preference and 25 percent preferring MARTA service. 
Assuming a private provider did provide the service, half preferred the 
service be provided by a private firm, and half had no preference between a 
private firm and Central Atlanta Progress (a corporate sponsored public 
interest planning organization). 
Could a private operator provide a downtown loop service like the one  
proposed? If the service could be run at a sufficient profit. would you 
(a private operator) consider providing the service? note Priv19,20 
The overwhelming majority of private operators (ninety-two percent) felt 
private operators could provide service for the downtown bus loop system. 
Provision of a downtown service, commuter service or similar high intensity 
service provides excellent opportunity to involve the private sector in 
delivering publiC transportation services. At the same time, 85 percent of 
the private operators said they would consider providing the required service 
to Underground Atlanta if it could be run at a reasonable level of profit. 
What would make provision of service to Underground more attractive to  
your company? note Cit20 Priv21 
Among operators, the most commonly cited attractant (21 percent) was 
profitability. Eighteen percent said that arrangements for additional 
eqUipment and/or storage facilities were needed, i.e. signing a leasing 
agreement with MARTA to use equipment or leave buses at their facilities. 
Fourteen percent said being guaranteed a contract would attract them. Other 
incentives included: demand for the service, being permitted to submit a 
proposal, availability of funding, adequate amount or number of taxicab 
stands, amount of monies available for an advertising campaign to ensure 
adequate ridership. 
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Almost half of the citizens, on the other hand, either indicated that no 
encouragement is needed because demand would determine the attractiveness of 
such a service or because such a service should not be provided by the private 
sector (23 percent) or made no clear suggestions (another 23 percent). The 
most commonly made suggestion (16 percent) was that businesses should 
cooperate with or subsidize the operator of such a service. The respondents 
also suggested that the public sector should cooperate with the transit 
operator by providing security, establishing rights of way, or expressing 
official public support of the service. Some of the less frequent suggestions 
included providing incentives, investigation of the feasibility of such a 
service, a pilot program, and removal of any competition from MARTA. 
What fares should be charged for bus service to Underground Atlanta? Note 
Cit21,22 
Only 37 percent of citizens thought that bus service to Underground Atlanta 
should have the same fixed fare as the MARTA system (i.e., 60 cents one way). 
Twelve percent indicated the fare should be higher, 18 percent indicated it 
should be lower, and another 18 percent felt the fare should cover the actual 
cost of the service, without regard to MARTA's fare. At the same time, 48 
percent would not pay a higher fare, even if the bus service were provided at 
a high level of service. Fifty-two percent indicated a willingness to pay 





Concluding statements and recommendations are made throughout the report. 
However, in some instances these are implicit while in others they are 
explicit. This section outlines the recommendations made in the major 
sections of the report. 
I. Recommendations: Section III  
The various geographic areas should develop procedures and policies 
that detail participation of the private sector in transit service 
delivery. 
A readily available data base describing the transportation 
capability of private operators should be developed for the various 
geographic areas. 
Private operators should be consulted during the planning phase for 
public transit service. 
Establish an' organization composed of private operators in each 
geographic area. 
II. Recommendations: Section IV 
The Desirability and Quality of Private Sector Service 
A campaign outlining the complementary nature of service provided by 
the public and private should be undertaken. Perceptions are 
generally that these two camps are at odds and represent mutually 
exclusive approaches. 
Private operators and/or the government should assume responsibility 
for dissemination of information to citizens that enhances the 
credibility of the private provider. 	Specific issues to be 
addressed include: 	assurance that service quality will not 
4- 
	 decrease; assurance that service cost will not skyrocket; and 
assurance that services will be delivered on a nondiscriminatory 
basis. Citizen attitude must be changed so as to be more 
supportive. 
Educate private providers about the functions/operations of 
authorities or public transit agencies. 	Organizations like the 
Private Providers Task Force could assume such a responsibility. 
Private operators must be encouraged to actively pursue a larger 
role in public transportation and service delivery generally. 
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III. Recommendations: Section IV 
General Institutional Barriers 
Develop strategies for reducing bureaucracy and unnecessary 
regulation of private operators. 	This means streamlining 
requirements. 
Encourage joint bidding among private operators as one solution for 
reducing concerns about equipment. 
Make information on the bidding process, payment, financing options, 
etc. available on a widespread basis for private operators. This is 
best handled if both the public transit agency, private operators 
organization and regional planning agencies are all responsible for 
information dissemination. 	Of course it may be appropriate to 
assign the processing of different types of information to each. 
Solutions for problems like insurance must be addressed on an 
industry-wide basis. 
Require public transit agencies to assist private sector in 
identifying opportunities. 
Identify strategies/programs/policies which would assist the private 
operator in identifying capital to expand operations. 
Examine the possibility of taxi service being used to provide feeder 
service. 
Maintain sufficient regulation to assure citizens that service 
quality, safety, etc. will be enforced even if the private sector 
operates the service. 
Require the Public Service Commission (PSC) to perform an 
educational function for private operators. In this context, 
explicate the relationship of the PSC to the public transit agency 
and private operators. 
Notify private operators about contracts through mailing and trade 
journals. 
Establish a forum in which private operators, business leaders and 
citizens meet to discuss transportation problems. 
IV. Recommendations: Section IV  
Incentives and Disincentives to Private Sector Involvement 
Establish demonstration projects which present the 




Public transit agencies must make the profit on service contracted 
to the private sector sufficiently attractive through adequate 
profit margins. 
Private operators should be given appropriate recognition in local 
areas as one mechanism for encouraging their participation. Other 
incentives might be tax relief, equipment grants, cooperation and 
support from the city or geographic area. 
Maintain service quality and accountability through contracted 
arrangements with private operators. Subsidies may also be a method 
of assuring performance. 
Review existing regulations. 
V. 	Recommendations: Section V 
Opportunities for Expanding the Role of the 
Private Sector: The Downtown Bus Loop 
System and Underground Atlanta 
Identify opportunities where the private sector could "fill the 
crack" in addition to those where it could be the primary provider 
-of transit service. A two-pronged approach is warranted. 
View expansion or new development projects as primary opportunities 
for private providers. 
Identify opportunities for the business community to assist in 
underwriting the financial/management/political cost and needs of 
transit service. 
Require public transit agencies to assist private operators by 
leasing facilities/equipment, etc. 
Encourage private operators to increase cost/service where it is 
appropriate and users are willing to pay. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY OF PRIVATE PROVIDERS  
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  
Title:  	Phone: 	  
1. Please indicate the type(s) of transportation services performed 
by your company. 
fixed route 	 school service 
taxi 	 consulting 
charter 	 commuter 
management service 	 para transit 
other 	  
2. How many transit vehicles does your company presently own? 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
3. Please list the seating capacity of your present fleet. 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
4. What type of certificates do you hold? 
State: PSC Fixed Route 
Charter 
  
   
     
Federal: ICC Fixed Route 
Charter 
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
6. Do you think private operators ought to provide public 
transportation? 	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
7. What can or should be done to encourage more people like yourself 
to provide transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
Comment 
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8. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 
	 Yes   Don't know 
No 
9. Do you feel MARTA has an advantage private operators can't 
compete with? If so, how should this be changed? 
Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
10. Does the existence of MARTA have a positive or negative impact on 
private'providers? How? 
Positive 	Comments 	  
Negative 
Don't know 
11. Are you aware that MARTA has a relationship with the Public 
Service Commission (PSC)? 
If yes, what kind of relationship does it have? 
Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
12. Do you think the PSC is a positive or negative influence on 
privately provided transportation services? 
Positive 	Comments 	  
Negative 
Don't know 
13. Do you think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
Yes 	 Comments 	  
No 
Don't know 
14. What are some issues that reduce the possibility of your company 
providing public transit services? 




length of contract (too short to make investments feasible) 
ridership (not enough to turn a profit) 
assignment to only non-mainline routes 
bidding 
lack of equipment 
Other 	  
15. What is the best way to notify you about contracts? 
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16. What one item keeps private providers from competing for 
contracts? 	  
17. What is the single biggest problem for private providers? 
18. Do you think private providers and business interests should meet 
to discuss transportation needs? 	Yes 	 Don't know 
No 
Please refer to the enclosed map and service description. 
19. Do you feel a private operator could provide a downtown loop 
service like the one proposed? 
Yes 	No 	Don't know 
Comments  
20. If Underground Atlanta could be run at a sufficient profit, would 
you consider providing the service? 
Yes 	No 	Don't know 
If no, why not? 	  
21. What would make provision of service to Underground more 
attractive to your company? 
Do you have additional comments? 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY OF BUSINESS COMMUNITY 
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  





What do you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
Do you think it is desirable to have 
transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
private operators provide 
No Comment 
- What kind of service 	do you think 
private sector? 
should be provided by the 
Do 	you 	feel 	private 	companies 	can adequately provide public 
transportation? 
Yes 
No, if not, why not? 
bidrigging 
favoritism 
lack of commitment 
other 
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
6. What problems exist with privately provided public transportation 
services? 	  
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7. Do you think privately provided transit service would cost more 
for the same service provided publicly? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
8. Do you think transportation services should be subsidized? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, what kind of subsidy? 	  
9. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
10. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comments 	  
11. What type of provider do you think would involve more 
bureaucracy, private or public? 




12. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
13. How could private operators be motivated to provide quality 
service? 
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*** 	 Introduce the "Downtown Bus Loop" 
**le 
14. Do you feel there is a need for good bus service to Underground 
Atlanta? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
15. Do you have a preference to whether the bus loop be provided by 
MARTA or a private firm? 
MARTA 
	 Private firm 
If yes, which do you prefer and why? 	  
16. If the bus loop were to be provided privately, do you have a 
preference to whether it is provided by CAP or a private firm? 
CAP 
Private firm 
If yes, why? 	  




If yes, in what way is it beneficial? 	  




If yes, in what way would it be beneficial? 	  
19. Do you think it is necessary for businesses to be involved in 
transit system planning for the downtown area? 
	 Yes 	Comment 	  
No 
20. Would you consider subsidizing transit service if it gave your 
customers excellent accessibility to your business operation? 
	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comments 	  
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Do you have any additional comments? 	  
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SURVEY OF CITIZENS 
	 APPENDIX A 
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. Please check or 
fill in the appropriate response. 
1. What do you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
Comment 	  
2. Do you think it is desirable to have private operators provide 
public transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
3. Why do you think private operators do not provide public 
transportation service? 
Don't know 
Comment 	  
4. What kind of service do you think should or could be provided by 
the private sector? 	  
5. In what situation do you think a private provider is preferable 
to a public one? 	  
6. Do you think private operators are as responsible as public 
operators? 
Yes 	Don't know 
No 	Comment 	  
7. Do you feel private companies can adequately provide public 
transit? If not, why not? 
bidrigging 	 favoritism 
profit motivation 	lack of commitment 
other 	  
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8. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes 	Don't know 
No 	Comment 	  
9. What do you perceive as problems in terms of private provision of 
public transportation services? 
Don't know 
Comment 	  
10. Do you think private operators would cost more for the same 
service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
11. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If Yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
12. Do you fear cuts in public transit funding if private companies 




13. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 	  
14. Which provider do you think would prefer a more flexible service, 




15. Which type of provider do you think would involve more 





16. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? Comment 	  
17. How could you motivate private providers to provide quality 
service? 






19. If the proposed downtown bus loop (see enclosed map) were to be 
provided by either MARTA or a private firm, do you have a 
preference to whether MARTA or the private firm provides it? If 
Yes, which would you prefer and why? 
Public 
Private. 
20. What could be done to make the provision of service to 
Underground more attractive to private operators? Comment 	 
21. Do you think that the bus loop system should have the same fare 
as on all other MARTA lines? 	  
22. If the bus loop was provided at a high level of service (i.e., 
low travel times and a more personalized atmosphere), would you 




If Yes, how much more would you be willing to pay? 	  




24. Do you think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
	Yes 	Don't know 
No 
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City Planning Program 
College of Architecture 
Georgia Institute of Technology 




November 6, 1986 
Dear Citizen: 
Currently, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) is 
interested in encouraging private transportation providers to 
participate more actively in providing public transportation services. 
Atlanta is one of the few metropolitan areas that has developed a 
process for increasing the role of private operators in the provision 
of public transportation services. This was done as part of the 
"Private Sector Transit Initiatives" project conducted by the Atlanta 
Regional Commission (ARC). 
In addition to the "Private Sector Transit Initiatives" study 
UMTA is working 'with Georgia Institute of Technology to identify 
problems and issues affecting the ability of private operators to 
provide public transportation services. 	This effort will involve 
Georgia Tech faculty and staff. 	We will be contacting private 
providers, the business community, and citizens like yourself. We 
will telephone you within the next week and hope you can spare your 
time (10 minutes) to share your views. 
You may be aware that a downtown bus loop study was undertaken 
last year (see enclosed map). The possibility of a private operator 
providing the proposed service has been discussed. Please examine the 
enclosed map so we may include this topic in our discussion. 
We look forward to talking with you in the near future. If you 
have any questions you may contact me at the following address: 
Dr. Catherine Ross 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
College of Architecture 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 
894-2350 
Through your cooperation we hope to improve' our understanding of the 
role of private providers. 
Sincerely, 




A Unit of the University System of Georgia 
An Equal Education and Employment Opportunity Institution 
TIER 






THE DOWNTOWN BUS LOOP 	 APPENDIX B 
"The Peachtree Streak" 
The downtown bus loop will provide direct links between the Georgia World 
Congress Center, the hotel district, and Underground Atlanta. It is targeted 
at the convention visitors and tourists, but will also serve employees and 
clients of downtown businesses. Some of the important features of this 
service will be: 
-upgraded quality mini-busses 
-service every 10 minutes, 9am-2am 
-$1.00 fare (one way) 
= HOTEL FACILITIES 
MIN 
n.maiew PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL BUS ROUTE 
PROPOSED PEACHTREE BUS ROUTE 
BUS STOP LOCATION 
BUS STOP LOCATION WITH SHELTER 6 
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SOURCE: 
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v. 
OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO GREATER PRIVATE SECTOR 
INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSPORTATION 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This study focused on identifying differences in attitudes and 
perceptions among private operators, lay citizens and business persons 
toward an expanded role for the private sector. A series of 
interviews were conducted with representatives from each of these 
groups in Atlanta, Georgia. 
Results support the hypothesis that there are significant 
perceptual and attitudinal differences. Identification of these made 
it possible to develop recommendations aimed at reducing barriers to 
private sector involvement. Moreover, the comparative analyses 
permits the development of policies that are more responsive to 
concerns of each of the three groups. Thus, it extends our ability to 
create a more conducive environment for private operators. 
vi. 
Section I 
OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO GREATER PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSPORTATION 
I. 	Introduction 
The purpose of this project is to examine differences in attitudes and 
interests held by lay citizens, the business community and private providers 
of transportation service in Atlanta, Georgia. Specifically to identify 
differences in their perceptions of barriers to an expanded role for the 
private sector. 
The project follows up the Downtown Bus Loop Study and attempts an 
analysis of views held by the three groups, some of whom were active 
participants. The Study recommended, as one alternative, that a private 
operator provide the proposed service. It became obvious during the conduct 
of activities that there were varying perceptions about barriers to the 
increased involvement of the private sector. A number of private 
providers/operators expressed hesitation about the prospect of bidding on such 
a contract should such an opportunity present itself. 	This situation 
underscored the existence of barriers to private sector involvement. 	One 
response is the identification of perceptual and institutional barriers and 
possible strategies for minimizing or removing them. This study attempts to 
accomplish this as a means of facilitating private sector involvement. 
Much of the impetus for expansion of the role of the private sector is in 
response to the national need and interest. A primary motivation is the 
belief that substantial cost savings would result and that there are any 
number of ways in which this may be accomplished. Initially, a private 
carrier could provide, through some form of contractual arrangement, services 
previously delivered by a public system. Alternatively, a private carrier 
could decide on which services it wanted to produce. The fundamental concern, 
however, is with reducing the cost of such services. In this context, it is 
important to examine the comparative costs of public and private providers of 
transit. These differences are significant and in Atlanta, the profitability 
of a downtown loop service provided by the private sector was documented. 
There has been a constant increase in transit cost over the last thirty 
years. During the same time period, we went from a situation where revenues 
exceeded cost to one in which revenues covered less than forty percent of 
operating expenses and none of capital expenditures. The few instances where 
transit services remained profitable were private operations. Because of the 
relatively few instances of private-sector participation, it is sometimes 
necessary to use information comparing the relative costs of providing public 
transit service from a variety of sources. In some instances, private firms 
provide transit service in the same metropolitan areas as public ones; in 
others, ownership has changed from public to private. 
Table 1 presents data on the ratio of cost per vehicle-mile of providing 
bus service by private firm and public authority. The buses used are of the 
same size and other features, e.g., quality of seating, air condition, etc., 
are identical. As can be seen for the cities in the United States, private 
carrier costs are about half of public costs. Studies of costs in Australia 
and England reveal a similar pattern. Private costs typically range between 
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fifty and sixty-five percent of public costs. Thus, estimates using costs of 
typical large regional public transit authorities may be high and, therefore, 
the range of profitability may be even greater than anticipated. 
Table 1 
Comparison of average costs per vehicle-mile of private and 
publicly-owned transit services in various nations. 
Ratio of Private 
Location 	Service Type 	Year(s) 	To Public Costs 
Australia(a) 
Melbourne Urban Bus 1970-77 .55-.58 
Other areas Urban Bus 1972-73 .50-.65 
United Kingdom (b) 
Local Rural and 1977 .58 
Inter-Urban Bus 
United States 
Cleveland (c) Urban Bus 1982 .60 
Los Angeles (d) Peak-Period-Only 1982 .60 
New York City (e) 
(N.Y.) Suburbs Urban Bus 1980 .53 
a. Wallis (1980), p. 606. 
b. Turnbridge et.al., (1980), p. 6. 
c. Cox (1983a), p. 25. 
d. Southern California Association of Governments (1982). 
e. Calculated from data in Urban Mass Transportation Adm. (1982); see 
also Cox (1983b), p. 3. 
Source: 	Morlok, E. K., and P. A. Viton (1983). "The Comparative Costs of 
Publicly-Provided and Privately-Provided Urban Mass Transit," 
University of Pennsylvania. 
Currently private firms are increasing their role in service provision. 
There are a number of examples and in some instances local governments have 
decided to contract with private firms for service provision in lieu of a 
public authority. This trend is evident in both large and small urban areas. 
Contracting for service is the only option for many. In these instances local 
government has opted not to become involved in service delivery. 
II. Service Delivery Models for the Private Sector 
The inability of local areas to finance transportation improvements 
coupled with their hesitancy to do so have added impetus to the idea that the 
private sector should be increasingly involved in service delivery. Not 
surprisingly, the opportunity for such involvement presents itself in a 
variety of ways. These include: 
- Contracting with private operators for service delivery 
- Private provision of public transportation 
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- Service delivery by volunteer organizations 
- Private operation of transit 
Contracting for services is a surprisingly widespread phenomenon. Recent 
evidence suggests as many as thirty-three percent of public transportation 
organizations contract for some portion of their transit service.' This 
arrangement permits the public arena to control services yet accrue the 
benefit of less cost. Guidelines for performance are outlined on a 
contractual basis and the private operator provides the service accordingly. 
In this way standards are determined by the public agency and it is possible 
to tailor them so they are compatible with other transit services offered by 
the agency. 	Additionally, it is possible to implement changes in a more 
efficient manner. 	The City of Atlanta contracts with various private 
operators to provide transportation for school children. One of the most 
valued options is the ability to withdraw a contract and get an immediate 
response when a contractor performs poorly. Contracting is seen as a primary 
means of meeting future public transportation needs in a more efficient and 
cost-effective manner. 	Increasingly it is the option urban areas are 
pursuing. 	The following table lists places where contract service is in 
operation and describes these. 
Table 2. Contract Services 2 
Place 
	
Kind of Service 
Taxi company provides Sunday service 
Taxi company provides late night service 
Local transit service provided by a private 
operator 
Local transit service provided by a private 
operator 
Private operator provides commuter 
service 
Trailways provides commuter service 
Greyhound provides commuter service 
Peak period express service provided 
by a private operator 
Taxi provides feeder service to bus lines 
Taxi provides Sunday dial-a-ride service 
Dial-a-ride service for the public 
Shared-ride taxi service on a demand-responsive 
basis 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Fairfax County, Virginia 
Carson, California 
Los Angeles County, 
California 
Dallas, Texas 
San Mateo County, 
California 
Santa Clarita Valley 
California 
San Diego, California 
Phoenix, Arizona 
Orange County, California 
Norfolk, Virginia 
The private provision of public transportation services means these are 
offered on a profit-making basis. Consequently, they are not subsidized and 
tend to be more limited in scope. Boston, New York, Philadelphia and all 
states which have such service operating within their boundaries. One example 
of such service is the express bus service terminating in Manhattan, New York 
from outlying areas. Numerous private operators are typically involved and 
evidence suggests these services exist where there is a long-haul trip with 
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few stops; many trip destinations; and lines with high load factors so the 
buses run with high occupancy. 
Service delivery by volunteer organizations fills a void primarily at the 
community level. Typically social service agencies such as churches provide 
transportation services for a client group. Although neighborhood 
organizations may provide service for their particular areas. Often apartment 
complexes will operate such a service to shopping malls, schools, etc. These 
volunteer and neighborhood sponsored transportation services occur on a very 
small scale; are frequently demand responsive; and do not require high 
occupancy levels. 
The private operation of transit has occurred in response to a need for a 
greater sharing of responsibility between the public and private sector in 
regards to service delivery. In some instances the business community has 
shouldered full financial burden, particularly where it affects the economic 
development of an area. Transportation Management Organizations (TMO's) have 
been formed to assure the deliver of requisite services to members of the TMO. 
TMO's have the capability of meeting a variety of needs and in other instances 
they perform an advocacy or a management function. However, they are 
basically oriented to supporting the role of the private sector in 
transportation activities. 	In Kansas City, the Kansas City Trolley 
Corporation operates a shuttle service to downtown Kansas City. 	Other 
services operate in Sacramento, California and Dallas, Texas. 
While it is fairly obvious that some level of involvement for the private 
sector has been attained, there is need to identify issues that stand in 
opposition to progress in this arena. The results of this study extend 
significantly our capability to do this. 
1. Urban Mobility Corporation, Varieties of Private Sector Involvement 
in the Provision of Transit Service; available from the Atlanta Regional 
Commission, Atlanta, Georgia. 
2. These and other examples of contract service appear in Urban Mobility 
Corporation, Varieties of Private Sector Involvement in the Provision of 




IDENTIFYING BARRIERS TO PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 
Overview 
There is not a tremendous amount of data available on attitudes toward 
increased involvement of the private sector in the delivery of public 
transportation services. Even though the federal government has increased its 
support of the private sector there are still many barriers to greater 
involvement. Some of these are institutional, while others are 
perceptual.These then may serve to reduce the interest of the private sector 
in a large role in public transportation. We examined each of these as they 
were identified by survey respondents. 
Project goals included but were not limited to the following: 
1. To identify differences between the interests of private providers 
of transportation services, neighborhood citizen groups and business 
and commercial interests. 
2. To identify barriers to an expanded role for the private sector in 
improving transportation service delivery. 
3. To identify desired changes in the Atlanta area that would encourage 
a larger role for the private sector. 
4. To assess the commitment and interest of the private sector in an 
expanded role in providing urban mobility. 
5. To identify the attitudes of private sector operators toward the 
Public Service Commission (PSC) and its relationship with MARTA. 
6. To determine the view of the business community; private operators; 
and citizens toward the proposed Downtown Bus Loop System and 
Underground Atlanta. 
7. To identify the extent to which, if any, the Metropolitan Atlanta 
Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) affects the actions of the private 
sector. 
These goals were accomplished to some extent and the result is a data base 
that is informative in regards to each of them. 
Results support the main hypothesis of the research. Differences do in 
fact exist between perceptions of private sector operators, citizens and 
business persons as to the extent and nature of barriers to an increased role 
for the private sector in improving public mobility. This hypothesis was 
tested explicitly with an examination of such differences and their 
implication for change. The primary product of this study is the 
documentation of barriers to increased private sector involvement. Their 
identification assists in the specification of necessary changes if greater 
private sector participation is to be accomplished in Atlanta and at the 
national level. Moreover, it results in the ability to develop policies or 
strategies directed towards each of the three groups in ways that respond to 
their particular beliefs, concerns or perceptions. 
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II. Method of Approach 
Questionnaires were developed for three groups; the business community, 
private sector operators (providers), and citizens. These were structured to 
solicit information on: 
Attitudes and perceptions about the role of the private sector in 
providing public transportation service; and 
Attitudes and perceptions about the proposed Downtown Bus Loop 
System and Underground Atlanta. 
Questionnaires were designed so there are some common items that serve as a 
basis for comparison. Questions were developed based on issues that surfaced 
during the Bus Loop Study and on a review of literature on the role of the 
private sector. Once issues were identified they were divided into groups 
depending on whether they primarily related to the citizen, business person or 
private provider perspective. Each group of issues served as the basis for 
the development of each of the three sets of questionnaires which were 
subsequently field tested and revised (see Appendix A). 
Members of the research team responsible for interviewing were Dr. 
Catherine Ross and two Graduate Research Assistants (GRA's), Mr. Tom Buffkin 
and Ms. Susan Guffey. Dr. Michael Elliott assisted in preparation of the 
final report. The GRA's were trained in the art of interviewing over a two 
week time period during which time they conducted mock interviews as a 
mechanism for improving interviewing skills. Approximately 6 interviews were 
conducted in the pilot study as a basis for revising questionnaires. Prior to 
telephone contact each person to be interviewed received a letter explaining 
the study purpose and a map of the proposed downtown system (see Appendix B). 
Existing networks were used to identify persons to be interviewed. 
Twenty-seven citizens were interviewed either over the telephone or by 
completing and mailing the questionnaires back to Georgia Tech. Those 
citizens interviewed belong to the Atlanta Regional Commission's (ARC) 
Transportation Advisory Group (TAG) or are members of the City of Atlanta's 
Neighborhood Planning Unit (NPU) structure. 
TAG is a citizen's task force that votes on all transportation projects 
approved by ARC. It has representatives from each of the seven counties. A 
presentation on the study was made to the TAG; questionnaires were distributed 
to them and they were directed to mail them back in a postage-paid envelope. 
Those who did not mail them back were interviewed over the telephone. NPU's 
are the citizen participation structure for the City of Atlanta. 	These 
citizens were interviewed over the telephone as well. 	Approximately 67 
percent (27) of the 40 citizens comprising both groups were interviewed. 
Twelve business persons were interviewed. 	This is approximately 70 
percent of the 17 persons identified. Business persons were  
identified/selected because they met the following two criteria: 
The Vice .gresident of Central Atlanta Progress (CAP) identified the 
individual as someone having knowledge, insight and concern for 
transportation service delivery. 
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Membership on the Transportation and Infrastructure Task Force for 
the ongoing Central Area Study of downtown Atlanta. This study is 
being conducted by CAP. 
These persons were interviewed over the telephone by the principal 
investigator. 
Lastly, 24 private operators were interviewed. 	These were selected 
because they operate their companies in the metro area and have indicated 
interest in providing service through their participation in the Private 
Providers Task Force (PPTF). This organization is comprised of private sector 
operators in the Atlanta area. 
The research involved the completion of eleven tasks. These include: 
- Task 0: Conduct Administrative Activities 
- Task 1: Questionnaire Development 
- Task 2: Pre-Test Questionnaires 
- Task 3: Revise Questionnaire 
- Task 5: Construct Population to be Interviewed 
- Task 6: Determine who in Population to Interview 
- Task 7: Train Interviewers 
- Task 8: Conduct Interviews 
- Task 4: Assess results of Transit Initiatives Study 
- Task 9: Code Information and Analyze 
- Task 10: Preparation of Progress Reports 
- Task 11: Preparation of Draft and Final Report 
Task four focuses on assessing the data output of the Transit Initiatives 
Study. Another product of the study was the formation of a Private Provider's 
Task Force (PPTF) established for the Atlanta area in 1986. 
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Section III 
TRANSPORTATION CAPABILITY OF PRIVATE PROVIDERS 
I. 	Status of the Private Sector  
The Atlanta area is extremely active in the amount of attention paid to issues 
concerning private operators and their role in service delivery. One 
indication of this is a study commissioned by the Atlanta Regional Commission 
(ARC) in January, 1986. ARC is the local Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Atlanta metropolitan region. In accordance with the October 22, 
1984 policy directive issued by UMTA calling for private enterprise 
participation in the planning and provision of local transit services, ARC had 
responsibility for the development of implementation procedures. This was to 
be accomplished through coordination with public and private transit 
providers. Moreover, such procedures would involve: 
A. Consultation with private providers in the local planning process; 
B. A platform for discussion of complaints; and 
C. Involvement of private enterprise in new or restructured service proposed 
by local public transit operators. 
In order to develop process and procedures for assuring private sector 
involvement, ARC began the year long "Private Sector Transit Initiatives" 
study and employed a nationally known firm with extensive experience in 
private sector involvement in transportation. Fortunately, this study was 
conducted within a time frame that permitted us at Georgia Tech to benefit 
from its products. One of which was an examination of private sector activity 
and characteristics. This information is contained in a data base on private 
operators for the Atlanta area developed by ARC. Therefore, it was possible 
to extract information for approximately 92 percent of the firms/private 
operators we surveyed. 	The information is contained in this section and 
identifies both the capability and characteristics of the firms. 	The 
availability of this information greatly enhances the results of our study of 
barriers to expanded private sector involvement. 
II. Profile of Private Providers  
The operators primarily perform charter services followed by management 
services, taxi, fixed route and commuter service. The following table 
identifies the number and kinds of transit vehicles they own. 
Table 3. Number of Transit Vehicles Owned 
Total Percent of Total Average Maximum Minimum 
Bus 120 4.8 6 63 0 
Van 1779 72.0 89 1750 0 
Taxi 521 21.0 26 181 0 
Other 52 2.2 3 12 0 
2,472 100.0 
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The 22 companies own a total of 2,472 vehicles. Vans constitute approximately 
72 percent of the total. Another 21 percent are taxies, while approximately 
5 percent are buses and 2 percent other. 
Collective seating capacity is one measure of the combined capability of 
the operators. Table 4 contains information on seating capacity. 
Table 4. Seating Capacity 
Total 
Bus 	 4,716 
Van 24,380 
Taxi 	 2,514 
Other 301 
31,911 






May not total 100% due to rounding. 
Vans constitute the majority of seating capacity, 67 percent. Followed by 
buses at approximately 15 percent and taxi ats almost 8 percent. The other 
category which might include limousines, lift-equipped vehicles, etc., 
constitutes only 1 percent of the available seating capacity. It is clear 
that the private sector has extensive capability to meet the transportation 
needs of the urban area. 
All of the companies/operators have air-conditioned vehicles, 99 percent 
of all vehicles are air-conditioned. While 18 percent of operators have lift-
equipped vehicles in operation, 82 percent do not. The average age of the 
vehicles used is just under 5 years, while the oldest vehicle in use is 
14 years and the newest is 1 year. 
On the average operators provide 23 hours of service each weekday, most 
operating on a 24 hour basis. Approximately 18 hours of service are provided 
on Saturdays and Sundays. When queried about the number of passengers carried 
in FY 1985, only 62 percent of operators were willing to respond. In total, 
this group carried 6,658,438 passengers. The experience here is consistent 
with that in other urban areas, which suggests private operators will not 
divulge information they fear may reduce their competitiveness. Only 48 
percent of operators responded when asked about the type of certificate they 
hold. Of the total number of certificates held, 23 percent are Public Service 
Commission fixed route (Class AF); 38 percent are Public Service Commission 
Charter (Class B); 3 percent are Interstate Commerce Commission fixed route 
(Class G Permit) and 36 percent are Interstate Commerce Commission Charter 
(Class G Permit). 
Only 62 percent of operators would identify the extent to which, if any, 
they were involved in the provision of contract service. Of these, 71 percent 
are presently performing private contract service and 29 percent are 
performing public contract service. Currently, they provide vanpool services, 
paratransit, shuttle, charter, fixed-route, demand-responsive, tours and 
package delivery. Seventy percent of the operators have contracted previously 
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with a public agency or private agency, while 30 percent have not. 
Collectively, operators employ 1086 full-time people. Of this number, 79 
percent are drivers; 3 percent are mechanics; 9 percent are in management; and 
9 percent are in the other category. Ninety percent have a preventive 
maintenance program while 10 percent do not. 
When asked if they would be interested in contracting to provide public 
transportation services, 76 percent indicated they would be interested, while 
4 percent would not. Twenty-three percent indicated they might be interested 
in contracting. Approximately 50 percent indicated they would purchase new 
equipment, while 50 percent indicated they would lease equipment in order to 
submit a bid. When asked, 71 percent of operators indicated they would be 
willing to coordinate and cooperate with government agencies in planning and 
providing service, while 5 percent would not. Twenty-four percent indicated 
they might be willing. 
The private operators were asked a number of open-ended questions aimed 
at identifying attitudinal or perceptual problems that might influence their 
willingness to broaden their participation in public transportation service 
delivery. When asked what concerns they might have about participating, a 
recurring issue was the question of how regulated the service might be. Other 
issues were length of time between service provision and payment for service; 
inability to increase profit margin on specified services; lack of 
communication with public sector agencies; and the general question of 
profitability. Concerns about contract operations included: 
amount of control the service provider would have 
fare collections 
number of requirements to submit a successful bid 
length of time required in contract and 
provision of vehicles. 
General comments focused on: the establishment of an undesirable low bid 
procedure; limit on competition from MARTA; faulty or no communications 
network; provision of taxi stands at the rail stations; contact prior to 
releasing a request for bid; involvement in planning process of public 
agencies and commitment to a fair and open process. 
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Section IV 
Institutional and Perceptual Barriers 
Overview 
This section seeks to describe institutional and perceptual barriers to 
greater private sector involvement in transportation. Three types of barriers 
are explored: 
- barriers based on perceptions about the desirability and quality of 
private sector service delivery; 
- barriers that are institutionalized in regulations, patterns of 
information flow, and organizational relationships; and 
- barriers that reduce incentives for private sector involvement in mass 
transportation provision. 
For each type of barrier, we shall explore the perceptions and attitudes of 
private sector operators, citizen respondents and business leaders. These 
results provide extensive information on their perceptions and attitudes, and 
are described in detail. Such data is all too often difficult to obtain. 
Therefore these findings provide a rare opportunity to examine and learn from 
the providers and users of private sector mass transit services. 
II. The Desirability and Quality of Private Sector Service 
Perceptions about the desirability and quality of private sector service 
help determine the feasibility of such service. By predisposing consumers of 
transit service to either promote or resist new private sector services, these 
perceptions help shape the political and institutional context of transit 
provision. In this section, we examine these attitudes and perceptions from 
the perspectives of citizens, business leaders and private transit operators. 
The number of each question and the questionnaire on which it is located is 
identified in a note preceding its discussion. 
What is meant by the term "private transportation provider?"  Note: Citl 
and Busl 
Each business and citizen respondent was asked to explain his or her 
perceptions about what constitutes a private transportation provider. They 
responded with a wide variety of definitions. Some of the respondents (39 
percent of business leaders and 15 percent of citizens) defined private 
transportation provision rather traditionally as taxi and limousine services. 
The remaining respondents recognized a wider range of potential services, 
including interstate and local buses, vans and carpools, specialty 
transportation systems and even school buses. The most common element of 
these definitions was that private transportation providers are independent 
contractors and profit oriented companies. 
Is the provision of public transportation by private operators desirable?  
Note: Cit2, Bus2, Prov5,6 
The attitudes of private providers, citizens and business leaders differs 
significantly over this question. Interestingly, while as many as 42 percent 
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of private providers felt unsure about the possibility of delivering public 
transportation services on a profit making basis, all agreed that private 
operators ought to provide such service. On the other hand, while 60 percent 
of business leaders believed that privatization was desirable, at least as 
part of a larger public transportation network, 40 percent of the respondents 
believed that transportation privatization was undesirable. Reasons cited 
focused on the context of public transit (e.g., the political workability of 
such a program or the need to protect MARTA from competition). Finally, only 
48 percent of citizens believed that it was desirable to have private 
operators provide public transit services and even this support was frequently 
conditioned. For some individuals, privatization is desirable if it is 
complementary to public service, if it does not undercut public services by 
skimming premium service areas, and if it does not neglect specific racial or 
economic groups of riders. With 30 percent of citizens opposed to 
privatization and 22 percent uncertain, overall support is positive but 
cautious. 
There appears then to be mixed support for the notion that private 
operators should be involved in service delivery. Strong support by providers 
is tempered by a concern over profitability and moderately strong support by 
business leaders is tempered by concern about the overall workability of such 
a service delivery system. Moderate support by citizens is tempered by a wide 
range of concerns about the social and economic impact of privatization. 
What kinds of services should be provided by the private sector? Note: 
Cit4,5 Bus3 
We asked both business leaders and citizens to elaborate on the kinds of 
services they felt could be provided by the private sector. Citizens and 
business leaders generally felt that private operators should provide those 
services that the public system did not provide. Only 19 percent of citizens 
and 20 percent of business leaders explicitly stated that operators should 
provide services that compete with the public system if they could do so more 
efficiently. With 22 percent of citizens and 30 percent of business leaders 
restricting their answers to the conservative suggestions of limousine and 
taxi service and 13 percent of citizens opposed to any form of private 
provision, the remaining 46 percent of citizens and 50 percent of business 
executives believe private companies should provide service only under 
specialized conditions. 
Those citizens who felt that private provision of transportation services 
should be conditional were asked to explore more fully the special situations 
in which private providers would be preferable to public providers of 
transportation. Primarily, citizen preference included situations in which 
public transit underserved an area because; 
- public funds were unavailable (16 percent), 
- the routes were specialized, such as the Downtown Loop, shuttles between 
hotels and shopping areas or service to low density areas (23 percent), 
or 
- special categories of passengers such as the handicapped and elderly 
could be better served by private systems (10 percent). 
Do public or private providers generate more bureaucracy? NOTE: Busll 
Cit15 
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Both business leaders and citizens (91 percent and 85 percent respectively) 
agree that public providers involve more bureaucracy than do private 
providers. Only 4 percent of citizens felt that private operations involve 
more bureaucracy, with the remaining respondents indicating uncertainty or no 
difference between the two types of operators. 
Can private operators provide service levels comparable to MARTA's? Can 
they provide service levels that are at least adequate? Note: 
Cit6,7,13,14 Bus4,7,10 Priv8 
Perhaps surprisingly, 84 percent of private providers thought they could 
provide service levels comparable to MARTA's. Only 8 percent felt they could 
not, while 8 percent were uncertain. 
In a somewhat similar direction, 64 percent of business leaders felt that 
private companies could adequately provide public transportation (with a 
similar 62 percent believing this level would be comparable to MARTA's service 
level). The remaining 36 percent believed that private providers could not 
provide adequate service. 
From the citizen perspective, the question was more complex. 	For 
citizens, service levels are dependent on whether private operators could 
provide adequate service, whether they are responsible enough to do so, and 
whether the resulting service would be more or less flexible. Forty-four 
percent of the respondents believed that private operators could adequately 
provide public transportation, with 23 percent uncertain and 33 percent 
believing they could not. When compared to the service level currently 
offered by MARTA, however, only 37 percent felt that private providers could 
provide a similar level of service, with 7 percent feeling they might be able 
to provide comparable service and 52 percent believing they could not. 
A majority of citizens (52 percent) believed that private providers would 
act as responsibly as public providers. However, 19 percent believed them to 
be less responsible, primarily because of profit motivations and the potential 
for labor problems and favoritism in contract selection. The remaining 
respondents generally felt that some private operators were responsible while 
others were not, or that private and public providers were responsible to 
different constituencies (i.e., to government or to shareholders of the 
corporation). Finally, over half of citizens surveyed stated they thought 
public operators would provide more flexible service than private operators. 
The remainder believed that they would be equally flexible (7 percent), that 
private operators would be more flexible (26 percent) or they were uncertain. 
From a citizen perspective, what are the problems associated with private 
provision of public transportation services? Cit9 
Citizens saw a variety of problem with privately provided transportation. The 
most common problems mentioned were associated with service quality, pricing 
and routing: 
- small profit margins lead to reductions in equipment investments and 
operating expenses which in turn reduces service quality (24 percent), 
- the need to promote profitability leads to high fares, 
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- competition for the best routes (both between different private providers 
and with MARTA) reduces the profitability of these routes, forces private 
providers to attempt to skim off only the best routes and leads to 
unequal treatment of different races and economic classes (21 percent), 
- insurance and safety factors (9 percent), and 
- lack of constituency control over the system (3 percent). 
Many of the issues concerning pricing, scheduling and routing are particularly 
problematic for the large proportion of public transit riders who are moderate 
and low income people. 
What is the interrelationship between MARTA and private providers of 
transit services? Does the existence of MARTA have a positive or 
negative impact on private providers? Would an expanded role in mass  
transit for private operators lead to cuts in public transit funding?  
NOTE: Cit12 Priv10 
Little consensus exists among private providers as to the impact of MARTA on 
their business. Twenty-eight percent thought MARTA had a negative impact 
while 16 percent thought it had a positive impact. Approximately 28 percent 
felt the impact was partially positive and partially negative. The final 28 
percent indicated they did not know. In general, the private providers had 
little information and knowledge about MARTA and its operations, and hence had 
difficulty assessing its impact on their business. This situation should be 
remedied and this can probably occur through existing structures including the 
Private Provider's Task Force. 
Alternately, most citizens (52%) did not fear cuts in public transit 
funding if private operators provided more transportation services. Some of 
these respondents felt that if cuts were made, the impact would not be 
significant. One-third of the citizens did fear such cuts and the remainder 
were uncertain. 
Conclusions 
The survey, then, suggests a variety of attitudes and perceptions about 
the desirability and workability of private transit services. As expected, 
private operators believe that an expanded role for private transit services 
is desirable and that service levels provided by private providers will be 
comparable to those provided by MARTA. Business respondents were somewhat 
supportive of this position, although not without some reservations and 
skepticism. Specifically, business respondents generally felt the private 
provision of transit services should occur primarily in service sectors 
underserved by the public transit system. Furthermore, over a third doubted 
that private providers could offer service levels comparable to MARTA's. 
Of the three groups, citizens exhibited the strongest skepticism as to 
the desirability and workability of transit service increasingly provided by 
private operators. Less than half of the citizens believed that it was 
desirable to have private operators provide public transit services. Citizens 
are primarily copperned that private operators cannot afford to provide the 
range of services currently offered by MARTA. Private providers, it is felt, 
are more likely to use the profitability criterion as a rationale for 
servicing only the most profitable areas/routes. Service to other areas would 
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either be reduced or MARTA would increasingly service only these unprofitable 
areas/routes. Therefore, inasmuch as private operators provide transit 
services, most citizens believe they should service only areas currently 
underserved by MARTA. Furthermore, even in these areas, less than half of 
citizen respondents believed that private sector service provision would be 
adequate and only a third believed it would provide services comparable with 
MARTA. 
The current arrangements for providing transit services primarily through 
public providers appears to be generally supported by citizens, who exhibit 
little desire for change. The group with the strongest motivation to increase 
the role of private operators appears to be the operators themselves, with 
business respondents supportive of a limited increase in their role. If the 
private sector role in transit service provision is to be increased 
substantially, the operators and businesses must be motivated to act more 
decisively and citizen attitudes need to become more supportive. 
III. General Institutional Barriers  
Another major objective was to determine what barriers to private sector 
involvement in transit had been institutionalized. Such institutional 
barriers are particularly important in that they directly inhibit an 
increasingly active private sector. Private operators, business leaders and 
citizens were each asked to identify and comment on the barriers they 
perceived, the impact of MARTA on private operations, the need for regulation, 
the role of the Public Service Commission, and various other aspects of 
private sector transit provision. 
What conditions currently exist that decrease the opportunities for 
Private operator provision of public transit services?  note: Priv14 Cit3 
Bus6 
In order of importance, the following issues were raised by private operators 
as issues that reduce the possibility of their company providing additional 
public transit services: 
- the impact of heavy regulation (20 percent) 
- the lack of equipment (20 percent) 
- the difficulties of financing and funding new equipment (19 percent) 
- insufficient profit margin to expand operations (19 percent) 
- too few opportunities for competitive bidding (19 percent) 
- delays in being paid for contracted services (8 percent) and 
- high insurance costs (8 percent). 
Other issues included: competition from MARTA, cost of equipment, government 
intrusion with regulations, authority from the Public Service Commission, and 
need for a temporary office or shop in Atlanta. 
These concerns make clear a number of issues that warrant consideration 
if an expanded role for the private sector is to be accomplished. Solutions 
to concerns about equipment may be resolved through one or more operators 
jointly bidding on a project. Streamlining requirements and assisting 
operators in better understanding and adhering to regulations would be of 
immense benefit. Information on the bidding process, payment, profit margin, 
sources of and mechanisms for securing financing, etc. are appropriate issues 
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to be addressed both nationally and locally. 
From the citizen perspective, private transit operators do not provide 
more public transportation services largely because they cannot financially 
compete with MARTA. The most frequently cited issues are as follows: 
- both the capital budget for initial investments and the operating budget 
for providing public transit are too high to finance without public 
subsidies (47 percent) 
- MARTA dominates the system both because of its sheer size and because it 
captures the best routes and consequently private providers can find few 
profitable niches within which to operate (24 percent) 
- government regulation of the system prevents entry (9 percent) and 
- high insurance costs (6 percent). 
Business leaders generally agree with the citizen analysis, but more 
specifically cite particular financial and scheduling problems: 
- the tension between having to make a profit and the high cost of service 
provision means that private operators are too small to provide proper 
service (must reduce operating costs) except in a few highly profitable 
sectors (55 percent) 
- private providers lack the capital and subsidies available to public 
systems (36 percent) 
- scheduling conflicts and duplication of services reduces the efficiency 
of private provider operations (18 percent) 
- regulation is too stringent (9 percent) and 
- regulation is not stringent enough (9 percent). 
What is the single biggest problem for private providers? note: Priv17 
When asked what is the single biggest problem, 23 percent of private operators 
cited the insurance cost and another 23 percent cited financing and cash flow 
problems. Ten percent cited the availability of skilled labor and another 10 
percent said minimum fare regulations. Other major problems included: not 
enough equipment, mechanical upkeep, insufficient patronage, and charter 
service competing with unregulated (illegally) operating carriers. 
Do you, as a private provider, feel MARTA has an advantage private  
operators can't compete with? If so, how should this be changed? note: 
Priv9 
To further explore the impediments to the entry of private operators into the 
mass transit market, we asked operators to specify MARTA's competitive 
advantages. Virtually all of the respondents (96 percent) felt that MARTA has 
an advantage against which private operators cannot compete. Most of this 
advantage was associated with the subsidies available to MARTA for both 
capital and operating expenses. In the absence of matching funds available to 
private operators, MARTA can underprice private operators on line hauls as 
well as on charter business. 
When asked how this could be changed, 55 percent suggested removing 
subsidies to MARTA. Other suggestions were to provide subsidies to private 
operators, to change rules and regulations, to put services out to bid, and to 
permit taxies to transport passengers to rail stations during times when 
ridership was extremely low. Private oprators feel very strongly that the 
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subsidy of public transportation should be extended to them if they are to 
increase their role in service provision. Therefore, the question of finding 
ways to assist private operators in entering the public transit market is 
critical. While a subsidy is not the only way to accomplish this, some 
incentives should be put in place. 
Should the government regulate private providers?  note: Citll Bus9 
Two-thirds of citizens and 92 percent of business leaders believed that the 
government needed to regulate private providers. 
business 
PREFERENCE citizens leaders 
some form of regulation 
complete regulation 	 15% 	 0% 
moderate regulation 37% 75% 
minimal regulation 	 15% 	 17% 
no regulation 	 30% 0% 
uncertain 	 3% 	 8% 
Thus, while business leaders show a high degree of consistency in their 
preference for a moderate regulatory system, citizen preferences are more far 
ranging and diverse. 
Do you think the Public Service Commission (PSC) is a positive or 
negative influence on privately provided transportation services? Are 
you aware that MARTA has a relationship with the Public Service 
Commission? If yes, what kind of relationship does it have? note: 
Priv11,12 
The role of the PSC in regulating transit services is unclear to most private 
operators. Thirty-six percent felt the influence of the Public Service 
Commission on privately provided transportation services was positive while an 
equal amount said they did not know. Twenty-eight percent felt the Public 
Service Commission's influence was negative. The majority of private 
operators (60 percent) were aware that MARTA has a relationship with the 
Public Service Commission. Forty-six percent did not know what kind of a 
relationship MARTA had with the Commission while the remainder, 54 percent, 
thought it enjoyed good relations and was favored and protected by the Public 
Service Commission. 
This ambiguity in the relationship between MARTA and the Public Service 
Commission is potentially detrimental to attempts to increase private sector 
involvement in public transit. Both private operators as well as MARTA 
employees should understand more fully the role of the Commission and its 
relationship with MARTA. 
What is the best way to notify you about contracts?  note: Priv15 
Seventy-two percent of the private operator respondents said contacting them 
by mail was the best way to notify them about contracts, while 17 percent said 
telephoning would be best. Advertising through trade journals was another 
response. 
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Do you think private providers and business interests should meet to 
discuss transportation needs? note: Priv18 
The majority of respondents, 85 percent, felt there should be meetings to 
discuss transportation needs. Eight percent said no and 8 percent were 
unsure, however, the majority of respondents see the need for collaborative 
efforts to solve transportation problems. 
Conclusions  
Institutionalized barriers to private sector transit provision are 
numerous and diverse. The most important barriers are based in economics of 
public transportation. With large subsidies provided to MARTA, private 
providers can currently compete only by specializing in particular submarkets. 
While regulations are seen as an important barrier to private sector 
involvement, no consensus exists between operators, businesses and citizens as 
to whether regulations should be reduced. 
A primary issue to surface in the conduct of the Downtown Bus Loop Study 
was the concern on the part of private operators that they could not compete 
with MARTA. Much of this fear is attributable to a complete lack of dialogue 
and the view that there is always a competitive reality that precludes joint 
effort or any positive interaction that would increase the transportation 
capability of the Atlanta region. A partial solution is the establishment of 
a private operators' organization responsible for the dissemination of 
information to its membership. Additionally, MARTA is currently required to 
involve private operators. According to Sections 3(e) and 8(e) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, federal financial assistance is predicated on 
the fact that local transportation programs "shall encourage to the maximum 
extent feasible the participation of private enterprise." This was 
strengthened in the Surface Transportation Act of 1983 and more recently UMTA 
has announced it will give priority consideration in its discretionary grant 
awards to applicants "who demonstrate their commitment to competitive bidding 
and private sector involvement." Documentation of such effort is required and 
adherence to these requirements will facilitate interaction. 
In the summer of 1986 a Private Provider's Task Force (PPTF) was 
established for the Atlanta region - the purpose of which was to facilitate 
communication between UMTA recipients and the private sector. This 
organization can perform a variety of functions aimed at increasing 
interaction between providers in the region. 
IV. Incentives and Disincentives to Private Sector Involvement 
In order to assess the potential for increasing private sector provision 
of transit services, we explored the impact of various incentives and 
disincentives to their involvement. Issues such as profitability and the 
subsidization of private service provision are fundamental, since one or the 
other condition are a prerequisite to expansion of private operations. Other 
incentives were also explored, including those designed to assure high quality 
service provision. 
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Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a profitable 
operation? Do you think private operators would cost more for the same 
service? Priv5 Cit8,10 Bus5,7 
Three-fourths of all citizen and business respondents believe that public 
transportation can be profitable, at least in selective situations. 
Profitability was described as being very dependent on good management and on 
providing service to people willing to pay the price (e.g., high income areas 
and specialty routes). Fifteen percent of citizens doubted that it could be 
profitable under any condition. 
Citizens (70 percent) also felt that attempts to increase the provision 
of privately operated public transportation would lead to an increase in costs 
to the consumer, compared to 15 percent who felt costs would not increase. 
Business leaders, on the other hand, were split fairly evenly on whether costs 
would increase, with 50 percent believing they would and 40 percent believing 
they would not. The elimination of subsidies and the profit motivation of 
private providers were cited as the most common explanations. Several 
respondents, particularly from the business community, thought that total 
costs of the system would decrease but that transit users would end up paying 
more because of elimination of subsidies. 
By comparison, only 58 percent of the private providers thought public 
transportation could be a profitable operation. Twenty-nine percent thought 
it could not be profitable and 13 percent were uncertain. Current rate 
structures, levels of management, capital costs, contract types and 
regulations were all cited as problems affecting profitability. 
In an effort to expand the role of the private sector in public 
transportation service delivery, it is critical that operators feel such an 
undertaking can be profitable. Thus, there is need to alter this perception. 
Should transportation services be subsidized?  note: Priv13 Cit23,24 Bus8 
Of the three groups of respondents, business leaders most clearly supported 
the notion of subsidizing transportation services, with 85 percent supporting 
subsidies and 15 percent opposed. Comments suggest that business leaders 
believe subsidies are essential to a functioning transit system, and that the 
subsidization of private systems would provide benefits such as greater 
efficiency in the transit system or increased flexibility. 
Citizen respondents supported subsidies, but restricted these to public 
providers. While 85 percent of respondents thought that transportation 
services should be subsidized, only 48 percent felt that private 
transportation should be subsidized. Thirty percent of the citizens surveyed 
felt that private operations should not be subsidized, while 15 percent 
conditioned their support of subsidies to special circumstances such as the 
importance of the service to the community, the profitability of the private 
operation, and the provision of services that substitute for public services. 
Private operators were the most ambivalent about the provision of 
subsidies to private operators. Forty-eight percent of private operators 
thought private transportation service delivery should be subsidized while 44 
percent felt it should not. Approximately 8 percent were unsure. Generally, 
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these respondents linked subsidies to the provision of services for public 
purposes. Thus, subsidies to promote services in unprofitable areas and to 
special need clients or possibly to capitalize a new company with equipment 
were seen as potentially legitimate public functions by some respondents. 
What can or should be done to encourage private operators to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area?  Priv7 Cit16 Bus12 
Twenty-six percent of the private operators responded that profitability and 
the assurance of a profit-making endeavor would encourage them. This once 
again underlines a concern for the profitability issue. Approximately 19 
percent stated a bidding process about which they were well informed would 
encourage their participation. Other incentives identified were: getting 
MARTA out of the business, reducing regulations, opening communications, 
providing subsidies, no ceiling on fares, getting MARTA out of the charter 
business, having contracts include money for administrative costs, and making 
the process for receiving work easier. 
The citizen respondents gave various suggestions as to how to encourage 
private operators to provide transportation services in the Atlanta area. The 
most common suggestion was to reduce or eliminate competition from the public 
sector, namely MARTA (18 percent). Other possibilities include giving private 
operators tax breaks and other financial incentives, or giving them public 
support, cooperation from other businesses and official recognition from city 
leaders. It may also be necessary to better explain opportunities for 
profitable service contracts to the private operators. It is interesting to 
note that while some respondents suggested heavier regulations for private 
operators to encourage them to provide public transportation, other preferred 
to ease regulations such as licensing. Finally, several respondents (15 
percent) felt that such services should not be encouraged at all. 
The business respondents focused more specifically on economic incentives 
to private operations. Ninety-one percent of respondents felt that some form 
of subsidies, tax breaks or equipment grants would be necessary. Many also 
made suggestions concerning coordinating private services with MARTA and other 
private providers, increasing opportunities for new contract and bid work that 
will help stabilize demand, and the development of services geared for 
tourists and conventions. 
How could we motivate private operators to provide quality services?  
note: Bus13 Cit17 
Most commonly, citizens suggested using regulation to motivate private 
providers to provide quality service. Twenty-nine percent of respondents 
promoted the idea of establishing and enforcing more stringent standards. 
Respondents often coupled suggestions for regulation with suggestions for 
funding to private operators or penalties for violation. Twenty-six percent 
suggested that quality service could be promoted through increasing the 
profitability of such service through direct government support (e.g., tax 
incentives), while an additional 33 percent favored the provision of 
government support services (e.g., marketing studies, route coordination, and 
training). Finally, 10 percent believed that the free market system would 
take care of the problem and that no government intervention was necessary. 
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Almost two-thirds of business leaders, on the other hand, supported the 
use of contracts to set and enforce quality standards. The remaining third 
split evenly between using subsidies as positive incentives and using 
regulations as negative incentives. 
What one item keeps private providers from competing for contracts?  
note: Priv16 
Twenty-four percent of private operators cited lack of equipment as the 
primary reason. Twenty-one percent said government regulations such as overly 
stringent qualifications or standards created the dominant disincentive. 
Fifteen percent cited not being aware of contracts or lack of opportunity to 
bid for contracts. Nine percent identified lack of capital/financing, and 
another 9 percent cited delay in payment. Other items included: cost of 
insurance, difficulty in understanding contract document, and length of 
contract. 
Conclusions  
If private sector involvement in transit services is to be increased, the 
basic issue of profitability must be resolved. Given the significant 
subsidies currently provided to the public transit system for both capital and 
operating costs, citizens, businesses and operators all raise doubts as to the 
profitability of most public transit system services in the absence of 
subsidies. At the same time, opposition to the directly subsidizing the 
private sector was exhibited by both operators and citizens. The most viable 
alternative therefore is to design service lines that are protected from 
competition (especially from MARTA) and which have sufficiently intense 
service demands to ensure profitability. This, however, was generally opposed 
by citizens and to a less extent by businesses. However, this option makes it 
possible to improve parts of the service delivery system, especially to 




Opportunities for Expanding the Role of the Private Sector: 
The Downtown Bus Loop System and Underground Atlanta 
The provision of a downtown loop service was the subject of a study conducted 
in 1985. One alternative was to have the private sector provide the service. 
This occurrence gave great impetus to an interest in studying barriers to 
private sector service provision. Here the Downtown Bus Loop Study is 
discussed as one example of opportunities for the private sector. 
Underground Atlanta is a tourist attraction currently undergoing 
redevelopment in Atlanta, Georgia. This renovation has as one of its 
requirements the provision of bus service to operate between Underground and 
the hotel district. There appears to be opportunity for the private sector to 
provide services that meet the need of both downtown and Underground. This 
section contains results for those questions that focused on the Downtown Bus 
Loop System and Underground Atlanta. 
I. The Downtown Bus System Study 
CAP was a subgrantee to the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) to 
administer an Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) Grant. CAP is a 
private non-profit organization funded by various businesses having an 
interest in facilitating the economic well-being of the Central Business 
District (CBD), while ARC is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for 
the Atlanta region. CAP oversaw the conduct of the Downtown Bus Loop System 
Study which focused on determining the feasibility of a downtown bus system. 
The proposed bus system was to serve: the hotel district, the Georgia 
World Congress Center, and Underground Atlanta. The primary concern was 
meeting the needs of conventioneers and tourists by providing them a somewhat 
unique transit service. MARTA does not adequately address the intra-urban 
travel demands associated with the Underground Atlanta project. Additionally, 
the service is to be sufficiently flexible that it could also serve the 
downtown work force and fringe CBD parking facilities. 
A basic two route system is recommended. 	The principal route will 
operate along Peachtree Street between Underground and the hotel district. A 
secondary route would operate along International Boulevard linking the hotel 
district and the Georgia World Congress Center. Of the two management options 
recommended the preference is for MARTA to provide the service while the 
second is for a private company with an overview function provided by the City 
of Atlanta or MARTA. Thus far, no decision on who will provide the service 
has been made. 
II. Underground Atlanta 
The proposed Underground Atlanta project is being undertaken by the Rouse 
Corporation and typifies many other retail/entertainment projects they have 
done, e.g., Fanueil Hall, Harborplace, and the Southside Seaport). It will 
encompass five city blocks in the downtown area with 220,000 square feet 
dedicated to retail activities while approximately 76,000 square feet will be 
office space. The success of the revitalization effort is linked to the need 
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for an effective public transportation system linking Underground with the 
World Congress Center and the hotel district. 
III. Responses to Questions on Underground Atlanta and the Bus Loop System 
Is there a need for good bus service to Underground Atlanta?  note: Cit18 
Bus14 
A majority of both citizen and business respondents (70 and 85 percent 
respectively) believed that a good bus service to Underground Atlanta is 
needed when the project opens in 1988. Nineteen percent of citizens and 15 
percent of businesses did not think such a service is necessary, with the 
remaining 11 percent of citizens being uncertain. 
Would the downtown bus loop be beneficial to the downtown area? To 
individual businesses? note: Bus17,18 
Over two-thirds of business respondents (69 percent) felt that the loop would 
benefit the downtown area, with 31 percent doubting its benefits. At the same 
time, only 38 percent of these respondents felt that the loop would directly 
benefit their own business. 
Is it necessary for business to be involved in transit planning for the  
downtown area? Would you (as a business owner) consider subsidizing 
transit service if it gave your customers excellent accessibility to your 
business operation? note: Bus19,20 
The vast majority of business respondents (92 percent) felt that businesses 
should be directly involved in transit planning for the downtown area. Fifty-
eight percent would consider subsidizing such service, with 33 percent 
indicating they would not and 8 percent uncertain. 
If the proposed downtown bus loop service were to be established, do you 
prefer MARTA or a private operator to provide the service? note: Cit19 
Bus15,16 
Preferences for a public or private operator for bus service to Underground 
Atlanta were evenly divided among citizens. Thirty-three percent prefer a 
private company, 37 percent prefer a public agency (MARTA) and the remainder 
expressed no preference. Business preferences were even weaker, with 75 
percent expressing no preference and 25 percent preferring MARTA service. 
Assuming a private provider did provide the service, half preferred the 
service be provided by a private firm, and half had no preference between a 
private firm and Central Atlanta Progress (a corporate sponsored public 
interest planning organization). 
Could a private operator provide a downtown loop service like the one 
proposed? If the service could be run at a sufficient profit, would you 
(a private operator) consider providing the service? note Priv19,20 
The overwhelming majority of private operators (ninety-two percent) felt 
private operators could operate the downtown bus loop system. Provision of a 
downtown service, commuter service or similar high intensity service provides 
excellent opportunities to involve the private sector in delivering public 
transportation services. At the same time, 85 percent of the private 
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operators said they would consider providing the required service to 
Underground Atlanta if it could be run at a reasonable level of profit. 
What would make provision of service to Underground more attractive to 
Your company? note Cit20 Priv21 
Among operators, the most commonly cited response (21 percent) was 
profitability. Eighteen percent said that arrangements for additional 
equipment and/or storage facilities were needed, i.e. signing a leasing 
agreement with MARTA to use equipment or leave buses at their facilities. 
Fourteen percent said being guaranteed a contract would attract them. Other 
incentives included: demand for the service, being permitted to submit a 
proposal, availability of funding, adequate amount or number of taxicab 
stands, amount of monies available for an advertising campaign to ensure 
adequate ridership. 
Almost half of the citizens, on the other hand, either indicated that no 
encouragement is needed because demand would determine the attractiveness of 
such a service or because such a service should not be provided by the private 
sector (23 percent) or made no clear suggestions (another 23 percent). The 
most commonly made suggestion (16 percent) was that businesses should 
cooperate with or subsidize the operator of such a service. The respondents 
also suggested that the public sector cooperate with the transit operator by 
providing security, establishing rights of way, or expressing official public 
support of the service. Some of the less frequent offered suggestions 
included providing incentives, investigation of the feasibility of such a 
service, a pilot program, and removal of any competition from MARTA. 
What fares should be charged for bus service to Underground Atlanta? Note 
Cit21,22 
Only 37 percent of citizens thought that bus service to Underground Atlanta 
should have the same fixed fare as the MARTA system (i.e., 60 cents one way). 
Twelve percent indicated the fare should be higher, 18 percent indicated it 
should be lower, and another 18 percent felt the fare should cover the actual 
cost of the service, without regard to MARTA's fare. At the same time, 48 
percent would not pay a higher fare, even if the bus service were provided at 
a high level of service. Fifty-two percent indicated a willingness to pay 





Concluding statements and recommendations are made throughout the report. 
However, in some instances these are implicit while in others they are 
explicit. This section outlines the recommendations made in the major 
sections of the report. 
I. 	Recommendations: Section III  
The various geographic areas should develop procedures and policies 
that detail participation of the private sector in transit service 
delivery. 
A readily available data base describing the transportation 
capability of private operators should be developed for the various 
geographic areas. 
Private operators should be consulted during the planning phase for 
public transit service. 
An organization composed of private operators should be established 
in each geographic area. 
II 	Recommendations: Section IV 
The Desirability and Quality of Private Sector Service 
A campaign outlining the complementary nature of service provided by 
the public and private should be undertaken. Perceptions are 
generally that these two camps are at odds and represent mutually 
exclusive approaches. 
Private operators and/or the government should assume responsibility 
for dissemination of information to citizens that enhances the 
credibility of the private provider. 	Specific issues to be 
addressed include: 	assurance that service quality will not 
decrease; assurance that service cost will not skyrocket; and 
assurance that services will be delivered on a nondiscriminatory 
basis. Citizen attitude must be changed so as to be more 
supportive. 
Private providers should be educated about the functions/operations 
of authorities or public transit agencies. Organizations like the 
Private Providers Task Force could assume such a responsibility. 
Private operators must be encouraged to actively pursue a larger 
role in public transportation and service delivery generally. 
III. Recommendations: Section IV 
General Institutional Barriers 
Develop strategies for reducing bureaucracy and 
regulation of private operators. 	This means 
requirements. 
Encourage joint bidding among private operators as one 





Make information on the bidding process, payment, financing options, 
etc. available on a widespread basis for private operators. This is 
best handled if both the public transit agency, private operators 
organization and regional planning agencies are all responsible for 
information dissemination. 	Of course it may be appropriate to 
assign the processing of different types of information to each. 
Solutions for problems like insurance must be addressed on an 
industry-wide basis. 
Require public transit agencies to assist the private sector in 
identifying opportunities. 
Identify strategies/programs/policies which would assist the private 
operator in identifying capital to expand operations. 
Examine the possibility of taxi service being used to provide feeder 
service. 
Maintain sufficient regulation to assure citizens that service 
quality, safety, etc. will be enforced even if the private sector 
operates the service. 
Require the Public Service Commission to perform an educational 
function for private operators. In this context, explicate the 
relationship of the Commission to the public transit agency and 
private operators. 
Notify private operators about contracts through mailing and trade 
journals. 
Establish a forum in which private operators, business leaders and 
citizens meet to discuss transportation problems. 
IV. Recommendations: Section IV 
Incentives and Disincentives to Private Sector Involvement 
Establish demonstration projects which present the 
challenge/opportunity of attempting to make selected service 
scenarios profitable. 
Public transit agencies must make service contracted to the private 
sector sufficiently attractive through adequate profit margins. 
Private operators should be given appropriate recognition in local 
areas as one mechanism for encouraging their participation. Other 
incentives might be tax relief, equipment grants, cooperation and 
support from the city or geographic area. 
Assure service quality and accountability through contracted 
arrangements with private operators. Subsidies or other financial 
incentives may be another way of assuring and sustaining good 
performance by private operators. 
Review existing regulations. 
V. Recommendations: Section V 
Opportunities for Expanding the Role of the Private Sector: 
The Downtown Bus Loop System and Underground Atlanta 
Identify opportunities where the private sector could "fill in the 
crack" in addition to those where it could be the primary provider 
of transit service. A two-pronged approach is warranted. 
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View expansion or new development projects as primary opportunities 
for private providers. 
Identify opportunities for the business community to assist in 
underwriting the financial/management/political cost and needs of 
transit service. 
Require public transit agencies to assist private operators by 
leasing facilities/equipment, etc. 
Encourage private operators to increase cost/service where it is 
appropriate and users are willing to pay. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY OF PRIVATE PROVIDERS  
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  
Title:  	Phone: 	  
1. Please indicate the type(s) of transportation services performed 
by your company. 
fixed route 	 school service 
taxi 	 consulting 
charter 	 commuter 
management service   para transit 
other 	  
2. How many transit vehicles does your company presently own? 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
3. Please list the seating capacity of your present fleet. 
	 bus 	 van 	 taxi 	 other 
4. What type of certificates do you hold? 
State: PSC 	Fixed Route 
Charter 
Federal: ICC Fixed Route 
Charter 
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
6. Do you think private operators ought to provide public 
transportation?   Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
7. What can or should be done to encourage more people like yourself 
to provide transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
Comment 	  
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8. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No 
9. Do you feel MARTA has an advantage private operators can't 
compete with? If so, how should this be changed? 
Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
10. Does the existence of MARTA have a positive or negative impact on 
private providers? How? 
Positive 	Comments 	  
Negative 
Don't know 
11. Are you aware that MARTA has a relationship with the Public 
Service Commission (PSC)? 
If yes, what kind of relationship does it have? 
Yes 	Comments 	  
No 
12. Do you think the PSC is a positive or negative influence on 
privately provided transportation services? 
Positive 	Comments 	  
Negative 
Don't know 
13. Do you think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
Yes 	 Comments 	  
No 
Don't know 
14. What are some issues that reduce the possibility of your company 
providing public transit services? 




length of contract (too short to make investments feasible) 
ridership (not enough to turn a profit) 
assignment to only non-mainline routes 
	 bidding 
lack of equipment 
Other 	  
15. What is the best way to notify you about contracts? 
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16. What one item keeps private providers from competing for 
contracts? 	  
17. What is the single biggest problem for private providers? 
18. Do you think private providers and business interests should meet 
to discuss transportation needs? 	 Yes 	 Don't know 
No 
Please refer to the enclosed map and service description. 
19. Do you feel a private operator could provide a downtown loop 
service like the one proposed? 
Yes 	No 	Don't know 
Comments  
20. If Underground Atlanta could be run at a sufficient profit, would 
you consider providing the service? 
Yes 	 No 	Don't know 
If no, why not? 	  
21. What would make provision of service to Underground more 
attractive to your company? 
Do you have additional comments? 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY OF BUSINESS COMMUNITY 
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. 
Company Name: 	  
Address: 	  
Contact Person: 	  





What cif:, you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
Do you think it is desirable to have 
transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
private operators provide 
No Comment 
What kind of service do you think 
private sector? 
should be provided by the 
Do 	you 	feel 	private 	companies 	can adequately 	provide public 
transportation? 
Yes 
No, if not, why not? 
bidrigging 
favoritism 
lack of commitment 
other 
5. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes   Don't know 
No 	Comment 	  
6. What problems exist with privately provided public transportation 
services? 	  
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7. Do you think privately provided transit service would cost more 
for the same service provided publicly? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
8. Do you think transportation services should be subsidized? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, what kind of subsidy? 	  
9. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
10. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comments 	  
11. What type of provider do you think would involve more 
bureaucracy, private or public? 
Private 
Public 
	 Don't know 






   
12. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? 
13. How could private operators be motivated to provide quality 
service? 	  
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*** 	 Introduce the "Downtown Bus Loop" 
14. Do you feel there is a need for good bus service to Underground 
Atlanta? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
15. Do you have a preference to whether the bus loop be provided by 
MARTA or a private firm? 
MARTA 
Private firm 
If yes, which do you prefer and why? 	  
16. If the bus loop were to be provided privately, do you have a 
preference to whether it is provided by CAP or a private firm? 
CAP 
Private firm 
If yes, why? 	  




If yes, in what way is it beneficial? 	  




If yes, in what way would it be beneficial? 	  
19. Do you think it is necessary for businesses to be involved in 
transit system planning for the downtown area? 
Yes 	Comment 	  
No 
20. Would you consider subsidizing transit service if it gave your 
customers excellent accessibility to your business operation? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comments 	  
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Do you have any additional comments? 	  
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SURVEY OF CITIZENS  
APPENDIX A 
This study entails a series of interviews with questions which focus 
on barriers to increased private sector involvement of transportation 
services, and varying perceptions of what these are. Please check or 
fill in the appropriate response. 
1. What do you think is meant by private transportation provider? 
Comment 	  
2. Do you think it is desirable to have private operators provide 
public transit service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
3. Why do you think private operators do not provide public 
transportation service? 
Don't know 
Comment 	  
4. What kind of service do you think should or could be provided by 
the private sector? 	  
5. In what situation do you think a private provider is preferable 
to a public one? 	  
6. Do you think private operators are as responsible as public 
operators? 
Yes 	Don't know 
No 	Comment 	  
7. Do you feel private companies can adequately provide public 
transit? If not, why not? 
bidrigging 	 favoritism 
profit motivation 	lack of commitment 
other 	  
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8. Do you think it is possible to have public transportation be a 
profitable operation? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
9. What do you perceive as problems in terms of private provision of 
public transportation services? 
Don't know 
Comment 	  
10. Do you think private operators would cost more for the same 
service? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No Comment 	  
11. Should the government regulate private providers? 
Yes 
No 
If Yes, how much? 
complete 	 minimal 
moderate none 
12. Do you fear cuts in public transit funding if private companies 




13. Do you think a private operator could provide service levels 
comparable to MARTA's? 	  
14. Which provider do you think would prefer a more flexible service, 
public or private? 
Public 
Private 
Comment 	  
15. Which type of provider do you think would involve more 





16. What could be done to encourage private providers to provide 
transportation services in the Atlanta area? Comment 	  
17. How could you motivate private providers to provide quality 
service? 





19. If the proposed downtown bus loop (see enclosed map) were to be 
provided by either MARTA or a private firm, do you have a 
preference to whether MARTA or the private firm provides it? If 
yes, which would you prefer and why? 
Public 
Private 
20. What could be done to make the provision of service to 
Underground more attractive to private operators? Comment 	 
21. Do you think that the bus loop system should have the same fare 
as on all other MARTA lines? 	  
22 	If the bus loop was provided at a high level of service (i.e., 
low travel times and a more personalized atmosphere), would you 




If Yes, how much more would you be willing to pay? 	  




24. Do you, think private transportation services should be 
subsidized? 
Yes 	 Don't know 
No 
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City Planning Program 
College of Architecture 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332-0155 
(404) 894-2350 	 APPENDIX B 
November 6, 1986 
Dear Citizen: 
Currently, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) is 
interested in encouraging private transportation providers to 
participate more actively in providing public transportation services. 
Atlanta is one of the few metropolitan areas that has developed a 
process for increasing the role of private operators in the provision 
of public transportation services. This was done as part of the 
"Private Sector Transit Initiatives" project conducted by the Atlanta 
Regional Commission (ARC). 
In addition to the "Private Sector Transit Initiatives" study 
UMTA is working with Georgia Institute of Technology to identify 
problems and issues affecting the ability of private operators to 
provide public transportation services. 	This effort will involve 
Georgia Tech faculty and staff. 	We will be contacting private 
providers, the business community, and citizens like yourself. We 
will telephone you within the next week and hope you can spare your 
time (10 minutes) to share your views. 
You may be aware that a downtown bus loop study was undertaken 
last year (see enclosed map). The possibility of a private operator 
providing the proposed service has been discussed. Please examine the 
enclosed map so we may include this topic in our discussion. 
We look forward to talking with you in the near future. If you 
have any questions you may contact me at the following address: 
Dr. Catherine Ross 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
College of Architecture 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 
894-2350 
Through your cooperation we hope to improve our understanding of the 
role of private providers. 
Sincerely, 





THE DOWNTOWN BUS LOOP 
	
APPENDIX B 
"The Peachtree Streak" 
The downtown bus loop will provide direct links between the Georgia World 
Congress Center, the hotel district, and Underground Atlanta. It is targeted 
at the convention visitors and tourists, but will also serve employees and 
clients of downtown businesses. Some of the important features of this 
service will be: 
-upgraded quality mini-busses 
-service every 10 minutes, 9am-2am 




1.1.1amon PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL BUS ROUTE 
PROPOSED PEACMTREE BUS ROUTE 
BUS STOP LOCATION 
BUS STOP LOCATION WITH SHELTER 
0 	 • 
• VeD•Z•11 w Fitt 
PROPOSED DOWNTOWN BUS LOOP 
SOURCE: 
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